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ABSTRACT

i This thesis considers the factors <¢kat Zinfluence a
Soviet dacision to use naval power for interveantion in +third

world ccuntries beyond their becrdacs. A qualitative cost-
benefit analysis is described for general applicatior and
several case studies are developed using "d=cision points" .
that follew from the analysis. Operational definitions of ;J;ii;j
thke physical assets available for use in arn overseas powver -. 0.
grojecticn are then offered and compared against +he B
requirements for levels of escalaticon suggested by decision
Foints that can be reascnably projacted to occur.
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I. INTIBODUCIION

Marshal Ogarkov, Chief of sStaff of the Soviet armed
forces, signed <the article on "military strategy" in the
cfficial soviet Military Encyclopedia. Over the course of
ten fpages cnly one shert paragragh is devoted to the subject
of "lccal war."

"sovi et ilitary strategy also takes into account,K the

possibilicy of ou}hreak cf 1local wvars, the poiitical

nature of which s determined on the basis of class

positicrs and the leninist proposition concerning just

and unjust wvars., In supporting wars of national libera-

t on, the 50vze§ Uni n Ieso utel .opposes local wars
]

unleashe by the perlalists, ing into account not
Aust their feactzonar e€ssence, bu also the _great
ger associated wit the poss;bzlzty of their dével-

ng intc a werld war."!

Though the content analysts may find the relative importance
of one paragraph among ten pages of material a telling lack
of emghasis on the subject of local war, this analysis will
concentrate on the fact that Ogarkov iacluded the paragraph,
legitisizing local var as a part of Soviet Military Strategy
(certainly as a topic deserving consideration among cther
matters cf military strategy), and on his acknowledgement of
the risks of embarking cn a ccurse of local wvar.

The larger purpose of this thesis will be to generate a
regqular method of putting a local war in context and using
this historically derived context to measure the risk
factors and expected benefits that might be weighed in a
Soviet decision to fproceed or to withdraw. To the extent
that the context ve create is realistic and inclusive, a
tool for predicting Soviet responses to U.S. escalation and

i(Ref. 1: a reprlnts this section of *the article
and oIfers the ale a: usent for it's importance in context.

7
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vithdrawval will bhave been described. Finally, at a mors
practical level, the actual assets available to exercise
policy options will ke gquantified operationally so tha*t ths
paraneters of the options available can be best understcod.

I will Lkegin with a general discussion of Soviet'poli-
tical goals in the Third World and the naval amissions that
apply to their achievement. The ideclogical foundations for
the use of ailitary force to support world wide revoluticn,
then the general character of past uses of naval power
projecticn in this ccntext will be described. In crder to
clarify the limits cf this analysis, a short list of the
naval fpcwer projecticn incideats that are appropriate to
this consideration will be offered.

An effort will then be @made to explicate the nmost
significant previous efforts to create frameworks for under-
standing Soviet naval power projection iacidents. The two
chosen are taken from the vorks of Michael MccGwire and
Jamaés McConnell, whc have for the past decade stood as the
best kncwn and most widely quoted experts in the field of
Soviet Navy studies.

Soviet cost-benefit (or risk-gain) <factors will then be
worked out. The general categorias used to break them out
for this study are [pclitical/ideological factors, economic
factors, and military factors. A serias of conclusions will
ke reached regarding the general <trends observable in the
cperations of the Soviet Navy during the course of the cases
examined. The stakes in a given intervention will Dbe
detailed in their ideclogical, economic, and military dimen-
sions. And the nature of the decision points that appear
before and during will be described so that a short series
of case studies can te follocwed through analytically with
the operational and cost-benefit principles applied.

Pinally, operaticnal definitions of <the military tools
available to carry out policy will be developed in scume

.......




detail, and trends established so tha<t the "limits of inter-
venticn® can be projected into the future at this level as
well, and projected onto the constraints developed in the
examinaticns of past policy.

.......................................................
............................




II. POLITICAL GOALS AND NAVAL MISSIONS

The cpening quotation from Marshal Ogarkov is meant to
introduce the idea that local wars beyond the Soviet perim-
eéter are not excluded from the considerations of military
planners. The purpcse of this chaptsr is o clarify the
Soviet military interest in local wars by examinirg ths uses
cf military (especially naval) force.?2

A. IDBOIOGICAL POUNLCATIONS OF POWER PROJECTION

The revclutionary cycle of Marx's "scientific theory of
history" takes place on a worldwide scale. There is abun-
dant evidence that the Soviet leadership has not reanounced
the wcrldwide revolutionary process, and in fact continues
to consider itself the foundation ¢f the world socialist
community. More specifically, Ogarkov is one among a
succession of Soviet military leaders who have been open in
their belief that the Red Army is the vanguard of the global
revolutica. Marshal Grechko, then Soviet Minister of
Lefense, put it this way [(Ref. 3] in 1974:

"At the present stage the historic functjon of <the
Soviet Arnfd Forces is nct restricted merely to their
functic¢n n de:ending our Motherland _and "the,6 other
socjalist countries. L its foreign gol;cy activity the
Soviet state actively and purpose ullx opposes” the
exgcrt of countersrrevolytion and the gol cg of_oppres-
sidn supports, the national liberation, sftruggle, and
resciutely .resiste imperialist aggression in “whatever
distant region of our planet it may appear appear."3

.2The existence, cf a power projection mission for <the
Solagr 1is1l I9Maa ing "priaary nev alssion 'development of
g ma n n dev ent o

10e a0 Ret 1t 2% % Y paen

3Se¢ also the analysis of Harriet Fast Scott and William
F. Scott in [Ref. 4],

10
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imperialist process:

{ Ref. S5: p.

promoting the use of military force

representative promcting military

The motivation sounds familiar

11

B NAVAL POWER PROJECTION IN CONTEXT

b “The Scviet Navy is also_ used in foreign policx measures
s by cur state. ut the aims of this use radicall
- frcms thcse of the imperialist powers.
N is an instrument_  for a peace-loving
ship of trhe peoples, for a pol.cy o
_ aggressive endeavors of imperialisa, S
- tafy adventurism and decisively counteria
F the safety ogsgge Feoples from the imperia

Admiral Gorshkov, <¢f course, has a
in support of the world
revoluticnary struggle Jjust because his forces are indeed
the most readily available for such an
be ordered. The institutional battls for
the Soviet military services would 1likely £find the Navy

reads the newspapers and is willing
Soviet ‘tureaucratic process relative
process has perit, but one should avoid several pitfalls.
In the first place, Marxisa/Leninism

N This analysis concentrates on naval power projectiorn in
N local wars, because naval power is the most readily "projec-
table" in a wide variety of imaginable conflicts.

h Adairal of the Fleet Gorshkov, the Commander in Chief of
the Soviet Navy since 1956, is not bashful in his presenza-
tion cof the role that the Navy plays in the worldwide an+i-

differ

Thes Soviet Navy
and friend-
g shozrt the
restraining mili-
+hreats to

st powers."

vested interest in .

operation should it
resources among

intervention overseas
because it requires an investment in ships,
enjoy the advantages of high mobility,
levels of readiness, and independence of operations from the
consideraticns of viclating national sovereignty or securing
cverflight peraission (Ref. 5: pp. 235~236].
enough +to anycne who
to mirror-image the

which uniquely
endurance at high

our own. That

is so firmly imbedded

.........
"~



in the day to day functions of the Soviet state +ha+t.

ideolcgy must be taken seriously as a motivator fcr concrete
action in ways that have no analogy in American political or
government life. Secondly, all Soviet military missioms
revolve around the central duty to defend the homeland. As
the vanguard communist state in the ideological sense, and
as a reofle many times burned by invaders in the historical
sense, no mission takes precedence over the survival of the
Soviet State. The Navy, then, must stake out territory
under the umbrella of the national defense rzubric tc justify
its construction progranms. The coastal defense forces that
dominated the Soviet Navy in the first half of the Twantisth
Century are examples of straightforward defansive forces
that must have been relatively easy to justify 3in the
context above. The move to 1larger, "blue water" forces
capakle cf operating anyvhere on the World Ocean is usually
explained in termas of the @movement of strategic missiles *o
sea in tke 1960s, and the need to defend against U.S. subma-
rines or protect Soviet SSBNs.* Another way to justify the
construction of 1large surface units is to point +to their
unique value in suppcrting critical Soviet national defense
goals abroad. '

Gorshkov goes abcut this in several ways. An inter-
esting method, if ideologically unfamiliar to the western
mind, is to simply redefine national defense to specifically
include the defense of the socialist community as a wvhole,
rather than siamply thke homeland of the Soviet State. It is
interesting to note that when one <compares the first and
second editions of Gorshkov's own book, there are two
instances in the intrcducticn alone where precisely this has
keen dcne for the benefit of second edition readers.

M e AP P D DR D PP W

.*This is considered_ in g:eat rd ta*l below. For Ehe
semipa resentation of thé Y“defepnsive! theory of _Soviet
nava orces, see [ Ref. 6) (especially chapters IX and X).
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Another well-tried method of making the case for a Scviet
: . veapon is tc point tc the usefulness of analagous weapons in
3 the dinventories of capitalist states or to even quote
I American or British admirals describing the value of such
o weapons. Several examples of this will be offered later
vhen scme Soviet weapons are discussed in detail. The
tactic that appears tc have been most effective for the
Soviet Navy, however, has been to Justify the need for
“myltipurpose® ships, which can effactively carry out a
variety cf homeland defense missions, such as anti-carrier .
warfare, anti-submarine varfare, and anti-air warfare, as i;;
vell as significant missions in support of Soviet allies or '
clients in local wars. One can almost imagine a Soviet ship

Frogras manager describing the utility of the coapornents of .
a wearons suite against the "aggressive NATO forces," then -—
laying cn the frosting by pointing out that in peacetime the
unit will not be wasted because it can serve the defanse
neads of the Socialist Coamunity wvith the same weapons or
the threat to use thex.

He wculd be making a legitimate point. As ve will ses
below, a large part of the function of naval forces is ir
countering superpower involvement. The weapons designed to
Frotect the Northern Fleet operating areas froam American
carriers are obviousely just as well suited to keeping the
American forces away from the shores of the Soviet client
engaged in a local war, if the level of commaittment is
similar. The conventional wisdom countering this general
idea c¢cf sSoviet force employment is that these same forces
. are needed at all times to react to American threats to the
ﬁ{ home waters and would therefore not be available for use in
E distant sea theatres. As we have noted, the homeland
;. defense rission supercedes all else, but the assumption that
all major naval forces will be ¢tucned to a relatively close
defensive alignment when the 1level of tension rises is

i
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dependent upon relative force capabilitiss, credibility of
thraats, and other considerations that will be discussed
kelow.

C. DEFINING THE DATAEASE

Before we proceed to the closer points of analysis,
there shculd be no ccnfusion as to what is being coansidered
and what is not. The purpose of this study 4is to explore
Soviet capabilities for power projection in what the Soviets
call "local wars." Gershkov defines thase as:

", ..¥ars 11n1ted tc the gartzczgation of two or a few
states...(wh ch are) linm heir tasks, the teﬁri-
tory cf _cperation and the scale ard means employe
the armed conflict." [Ref. 5: p. 234.]

This 4is a handy definition because it carefully distin-
guishes local wars from strategic and theater conflicts for
which doctrine is stiflingly abundant. Although Ogarkov
notes that local wars vant to escalate, theéy are not like
cther vwars until they do, so there is latitude for scae
imaginative force planning to fight local wvars ard still
moTe incentive to create general purpose platforms that can
make the transition.

Tc fccus the concern of <this study still furthegj‘ ve
will 1lixzit ourselves to those incidents of naval pover
projecticn in the Third World which have been identified by
authorities such as HNcConnell, MccGwire, or Kaplan [Ref. 7]
vhen they isolate incidents of naval pover and irfluence.
These three sets don't correspond perfectly, but the degree
of agreement is very high, and it suggests the following
chronclogical list which will be used here as the outside
limit of the data set considered:

1. Air support to Yemen (1967)
2. Tlke June War (1967)

14
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3. Ccakatants in Egyptian Forts (1967-1973)
4. The Pueblo incident (1968)

5. The EC-121 incident (1969) .
6. Naval visit tc Somalia (1969) .
7. Tke Ghana incident (1969)

8. The HRest Africa Patrcl (1970-present)

9. The Jordanian Crisis

10. The War of Attrition between Egypt ard Israel (1970)
11. Extended Somali port visits (1970)

12. Air Support to Sudan (1970)

13. The Indo-Pakistani conflict (1971)

14. Tte Sierra Lecne port visit (1971) -
15. Reaction to the Mining of Haiphong (1972) '
16. The Sealift cf Moroccans to Syria (1973) o
17. The October War (1973) e
18. Support for Egyptian blockade of Bab-el-Mendelb Strait RN
19. Scviet sea and airlift to Syria i
20. Sealift of South Yemeni troops (1973) -
21. Pert visit to latakia, Syria (1974) oo

DOV MR - Rt g r-'l"f“w

22. The Angolan crisis (1975) o=
23. The Horn of Africa (1977-78) fﬁf
24. Tike Sino-Vietnam War (1979) ET}

Though all of these will not be developed in detail, o

sevaral will, and tke purpose of this listing is primarily

LI
a ¢

MAS DSOS - RS _RECMASAOEIEAS SN

to help the reader develop a sense of which incidents fit

into the analysis and which do not. The basic criteria for

i selecticn wvere:

1. Scviet naval involvement.

2. A focus of action at cr nsar a Third World nation
lccated beyond tactical aircraft range of the Scviet

R littoral.

L 3. At least a strong potential for U.S. naval involve-

2N ment, measured by histcrical patterns or percepticms ;gg

at the time. :
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III. FRANES OF BREFERENCE

The idea of scaling levels of Soviet 4interventior and
viewing the various incidents in the context developed is .
not new. The two leading writers in the field have 2ach
offered frameworks for understanding the use of Soviet naval
power, MccGuwire focussing on the differing levels of commit- 3
ment cn the part of the Soviets, and McConnell developing a -
more elegant, if still static paradigm based cn what he
calls "rules of the game." It is worthwhile to take a trief
look at these two studies in order to understand the views C
of thé estatlished authorities in Soviet naval matters, and (B
to better understand the points of departure from which this
analysis proceeds. These men were chosen not only because
their wcrk is recognized as authoritative, but because they Shh
are the cnly experts to take up the task of applying a i
regular framework to the naval intaerventions.

A, HBCCGWIRE'S COMMIINENT SCALE

MccGwire, in the article ¥soviet Naval Doctrine and -

Strategy," [Ref. 8: pe 142] cites Admiral Gorshkov, and
takes him essentially at his wvord when introducing the
subject ¢f the role cof the Soviet navy in peacetinme:

"(Gc:sgkov cites) ., the necessit of 'establishing the T
conditions for gaining command of the sea (at the dutset N
of war) wvhile still at peace.! The measures _he lists S
includé !'forming gronpxngs of forces_and so disposing el
thes 1n a theatfe_that they have local superiority ovet .
the enenmy and alsc providing the appropriate organiza-

tion of ~forces in the maritime theatres cf operation -
(sea apnd ocean), and a systea of basing, command and R
control, etc., as iequ red by theér missiops. ! These

requiremeénts could well be used” to describe the pattern

of 5gviet activiti since 1964, when _the navy first began

to tabl%ih sign fiiint forces in digtant Sea areas, a

process which st in progress today."

-——




But MccGuire does not have great confidence in the fprogress
the Scviets have made in these areas, rLor he notes later
that with the growth of detente, the Soviets in 1973 appar-
ently decided to 1lisit their direct participation in over-
seas satters to

i p:ovzsion cf advisors, veapons and strate
§ c_sgpport, the combat ole baing delegated to ks
et-equipped forces of 'revolutlonar ’ states such as
uorth Kofea, Vietnam and Cuba."™ [Ref. 8: p. 3

This is mentioned because a major difficulty with MccGwire's
analysis, and indeed with most people who tackle the topic,
is that he seems to Le of tvo minds when the matter of the
actual use of naval power arises. What is the value of all
the infrastructure building described in the long quotation
above if the combat rcle has been delegated? What are the
Soviets trying, or hoping to do with their peéacetime naval
force earloyment?

He delineates four “types of objectives which underlie™
these derloyments, and roughly scales them according to the
degree <c¢f rolitical coammitment required of the Sovists.
They are offered here in the same order that MccGwire
presents them because he does npot even ordinally rank theam,
rather presenting the first as the 1low end of the spectruam,
the second at the high eénd of commitment, and the third and
fourth as belonging scmewhere in between.

1. Protecting Soviet 1lives and property. The example
offered is the 1969 rescue of Soviet personnel from
Ghana.

2., Establishing a strategic infrastructure to suppcrt
war-related missions. Here he points to the develop-
ment and use cf facilities in Egypt and Somalia.

3. 1Increasing Soviet prestige and influence. This is
the general category c¢f showing <the flag in port
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: visits, sveefing mines from Bangladesh or the Bab-el
E Mendeb Strait, and logistic support for revcluticnary
fcrces or a threatened regime.
4. Ccuntering imperialist aggression. The specific
exanples cffered are the Guinea episode in 1970 and
D " the support of Cuban and MPLA forces in Angola in
i 1975. o
g He guickly makes the point that is obvious from the '. ;
: scale by saying that soviet political commitment in terms of ]
5 “risking major confrcntation with the West" is 1low. Thus
- Soviet acts in cocuntering imperialist aggression and T
increasing their own prestige and influence are laesser
i comnitments than develcping strategic infrastructure because
: it is assumed that <they will not attempt ¢to violently
counter western aggression, and the influence is essentially -4
- hollow. It is in this area that my analysis will most radi- '
cally depart from MccGwire's, as it will be here assusmed
that Soviet naval forces can fight at least up to the level
cf their physical capabilities, and that their prasence
cverseas rerresents a set of specific amilitary threats to
cther naval forces and to forces ashore. MccGuwire makas a
worthwhile point when he puts emphasis on the development of
infrastructure, for the traditiopnal 1limiting factor in
Soviet pcwer projection capabilities has been sustainability
cf ships, or anything else, avay from Soviet soil. This is
develcped in more detail later, but it must be noted that
because the Soviets no longer have access to the facilities T
they developed in Egypt and Somalia, one cannot corclude
that they are incapakle of acting wvith force on any scale
teyond tbeir immediate neighbcring countries. This is a
limiting factor, but not to the degree of obviating the need 7fﬂ
to ccnsider what deplcyed Soviet ships are actually capable
of when "cut-of-area" or beyond home waters.

18 i:.::l
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MccGuire's analysis goes on to note that the real devel-
opaents have been in the provision of 1logistic suppor:
before and even during the course of “thizrd rparty
conflicts." He cites several examples from the 1973 war in
the Middle East, which will be considered further in the
next section, with the final and "most significant" develop-
ment teing the staticning of surface to air amissile (here-
after SAM) equipped ships under the final approaches to the
main resupply airfields in both Syria and Egypt, "as if ¢o
cover against Israeli air attack."® This seems *o differ in
kind as vell as degree froam mere logistic support ard, if
the stationing was truly significant,- promised to create
something 1larger than a third-party conflict once the
missiles wvere used.

Finally, he suggests that the Soviet Navy is part of a
policy <¢f incrementalism, that is of "probing Western
tesponses and establishing precedeants." His point here is
that Western responseé will shape the role of Soviet military
Fresence overseas.

MccGwire says that his general argument requires the
acceptance of two essential distinctioms. The first is to
distinguish between the use of Soviet naval power to insure
the safe transit of logistic supplies carried by Soviet
transports to support a client, and their use to prevent:
#estern intervention against a client state. The second is
to distinguish between Soviet willingness to risk hostili-
ties with a third party state and their historic and contin-
uing unwillingness to risk a military confrontation with
U.S. naval forces. From the point of view of this study the
distinctions are confusing and ultimately without nmerit.
Again, ve wonder wvhether there is any expec+tation that the

S{Ref. 8: « 166]. he core_ of the scali ar ent
that Ee makes ig on ;aaes 1%“ to %66 o% the articig a gntge
ungggggoted quotations above are MccGwire's words froa that
sect .
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ships are to be considered a genuine threat. The Soviets
appeared tc be using SAM-equipped destroyers to esccrt
supply ships heading toward Syria during the 1973 war with
Israel.® These ships were probably reacting more to the
possitility of Israeli patrol boat or air attack thar to the
likelibhood that the United States was going to intervene,
Fut little is gained from this point. There are few enough
examples of anything that cculd be considered Soviet convoy
operations to make the surface distinction rather facile.
If the implication is that the Soviets will shoot in the
former circumstance kut not in the latter, <then this paper
will contend that though the conditions for violent Soviet
naval preventive activity may not yet have arisen, it is by
no means assured that they never will. This point applies
as well to the seccnd distinction--Soviet reluctance to
engage U.S. naval fcrces is governed by a set of calcula-
tions kased upon variables with political, ecoromic, and
silitary dimensions. All dimensions, particularly the last,
bave changed significantly since MccGwire wrote his paper,
and tkough <the distinction exists, it is @measurably
different.

Finally, MccGuire's scale is pot ir.tended to reflect the
dynasnics of superpower confrontation at sea, and so dces
not. Tte typology to be presented here is so intended, and
has the specific goal of describing patterns of escalation
that can be recognized for the purpose of predicting the
consequences of decisions made by parties to the
confrcntation.

ésterhen S. _Roberts, “su ér Naval Confrontation,"
in [HOE.FB:np. 2013. v perpovwer Naval Confrontation,
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B MCCCHNBLL'S RULES OF THE GAAB

Jases McConnell, of <the Center for Naval Analyses,
provides a much more ambitious framework for understanding
U.S.-Soviet power relationships in Third World crisis sizu-
ations. In fairmess to MccGwire, the comparison should rot
be made kecause McCornell was doing exactly this and it wvas
not MccGuire's intention to create such a framewcrk when he
publisted his commitment scale. The primary objections that
wer2 given with regard to MccGwire's scale are not appli-
cable here recause McConnell is careful to point out that he
is ccncerned exclusively with the relationship between the
Superpowvers, and hcw they affect thé other's choice of
action or inaction.

The analysis begins with three factors which govern the
strength of the superpover's political will.?

t. Relative force capabilities. o

2. National :esolve,”or guts (his word), éhd“
3. MNctivation, incldding
a) Relative value of interests involved, and
E) The fact <c¢f posession of the interest, or the
"inertia of the status quo."

With regard to relative forca capabilities, he makes
several very cogent cbservations. Pirst, that the status
quo as presently perceived is one of U.S. superiority a+
seéa, and therefore tke relatively less capable Soviet forces
that appear in cases of confrontation are an expectable
consequence of that asymmetry rather than a 1lack of Soviet
resolve. The important corcllary, which serves the purpcse
¢f bringing the whcle gquestion into the bharsh glare of

%1 this aateiia1£ é %udin

Ica accgéﬁg T guotﬁtions nles

cther:.s'. Theor on T ce of super oweu §§vgl

D plonacy," 1n & ; 8 3?3? ongelg iscus-

sion ace of coercive d onac in e larger

Soatext cf 5cv ava% strategy snd niss1ons for the yéar
0 appears in (nc o 1 PB-
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reality, 4is that actual ccmbat at sea is more and mcre
likely tc produce an cutcome so dependent upon the minute to -
I minute changes in shirs headings, weather, equipment, and f*4
. cther factors, as to be unpredictable by policy makers '
Lteyond a certain level of confidence. The goal, moreover,

. is to "give a good accourt" and prevent a fait accompli mcre -
i than it is to match fleets.® ' f*i
Thus a more reascnable sense of superpover confrontation

émerges, one that acccunts fcr the extreme disparities in

: capabilities between Soviet "“anti-carrier task groups" that R
| are often described, and the U.S. forces that they are -
supposed to be intiamidating. But McConnell does not %ake
Cable's notion as far as I have, instead making the contra-
dictcry observations that force augmentation is wusually

directed against oppcsing clients, and that the observed -

Soviet aim at sea is to match carrier and anti-carrier iﬁﬂ

grougs. Having fallen back 4into platitudes just before, fﬁ;

) "...beyond a certain level--the level, as it turans out, of :;i

I mutual credibility--force competition at the local 1level —

S does nct drive the ccgpetition as a whole..."™ he notes that
S there are nc examples of one superpover rushing in forces to
“_ achieve a fait accompli. What has been seen are the Soviets
l araing up against the 1Israelis, and the matching of anti-
’ carrier tc carrier groups. He seems almost to be missing
his cwn foint, that there is indeed a point of mutual cradi-
Eility at which 1local force 1levels drive the superpower
competiticn, and that "credibility"™ of military capability
is so scenario-dependent that the status quo of U.S. superi-

13 X MR

f ority is more vulnerable, and the Soviet local threat mor2
- significant, than casval compariscns would suggest. So this
P analyeis will contend that force augmentation by the
; Soviets, specifically against U.S. naval forces, dces occur
R eNcCennell credits this notion to James Cable

] (Ref. 19). ’
1‘; 22
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and attains a credikility outstripping the simple physical
capabilities of weapcns systems because of the uncertainties
cf ccnstantly changing local scenarios, and the perceived
status quo cf U.S. superiority, indeed invincibility, a=
sea.

When McConnell describes what he means by "national
resolve" or "guts® it turns out to be just what we thcught
it vas and the concegt is not sharpened up artificially. He
does make the point that historically intervention and shcws
cf force have represented a measure of national resclve for
koth cf the superpowers, and that sach has been sensitive
enough tc this to avcid intervening alongside or against the
cthere.

The third factor in the relative strength of political
vill is what McConnell calls "motivation." This is really
the key fpoint of <the argument, and as we will see, i=
suffers primarily frca the ccnfusion of "relative intarests"
into a three tiered ccncept (with the status quo aad motiva-
tion), and from the unnecessary attempt to turn “*he concept
cf the protection of the status quo into a general concept
vhen it differs entirely between the superpowvers.

When McConnell gets down tc what really happens in these
confrcantations, this is what he says:

- WIf +he U.S.g R. dis degendigg the status quo *he reigq-
tance ¢f Was 1ngton to breach™ it outweighs any capabili-
ties differentidl that might be in its”™ favorl. Oon the
2the: bhand if wWash ngton 1§ sugportzng the status quo,

ts treng{h of gc tical will from this_ source,. plus
zhe nsurance T ! ded bz superior logal capab*i*tées,
s encugh to override Moscow's tendancies toward indif-
gggeggg] to the fact of possession.™ (Ref. 9: PP

So although he goes ¢cn to make general statements about the
“patrcen" in the general sense receiving invitations to

intervene only from the general "client" when the latter is
on the defensive "strategically," thus putting <¢he status
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guo in jeopardy, he would have done better to quit while he
wvas ahead. As the gquotation abova indicates, McConzell is
vell avare that there is no general "patron," there are orly
the tuc superpovers, who view and react to the status quo in
completely different ways. The relative interests of the
Soviet Union and the United States are not comparable given
a generic client in trouble, and certainly he oversiamplifies
vhen he =ays,

"Fcr mcst of the Third World, then the rough parity ia
interests and the :utuallx éredible capabilities act t¢
cancel out these factors and 1leave 'the fact of posses-
s;c%' gf ths %nte:est at stake as the key vacigble."
(Ref. 9: p. 248])

The Soviet "interest" in every non-Marxist Thicd World
country is turmoil and revolution, while the U.S. interest
is in, at a2 ainimus, the social stability <that permits
normal international <trade and other relationms. There is
little parity in these interests unless it is non-interest.
With all this 4in mind McConnell presents a classifica-
tion scheme to clarify how specific casas of Soviet Third
World diplcmacy of force should be seen relative to one
another. It is summarized below. Cases are placed in three
"divisicns® which break down into seven "categories.®
1. Security on tte High Seas.
a) Protection of Soviet or client assets.

i) Sealift of Moroccan troops to Syria (1973)

ii) Sealift of South Yemeni trcops (1973)

iii) BResupply of Syria by Soviet ships and

aircraft (1973)
iv) Angolan crisis deployment (1975)
2. Third World Dceestic Security.
a) Supporting Domestic Authority of Soviet client.
1) Alr support of Yemen (1967)
ii) Port visit to Somalia (1969)
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iii) EBxterded Somali port visits (1970)
iv) Air support to Sudan (1970)

v) Sierra Leone port visit (1971)

vi) West Africa patrel (1971 and after)

& b) Protecting Soviet citizens vs. an established L
@ ‘ governaent. ol
E i) Ghanaian incident (1969) ;F'
c) Supporting a facticn in an ianterregnum.
i) Angola (1976)
3. Third World Irternational Security.
a) Supporting a c¢lient vs. an "outlaw" state. .
F i) West Africa patrol (1970-71) o
b) Support of client vs. Westeran great powers .
i) Pueblc incident (1968) j
- ii)  EC-121 incident (1969) i
F iii) Jordarian crisis (1970) R
! iv) Indo-Fakistani crisis: two cases (1971)
v) U.S. mining of Haiphong (1972)

vi) Bab-el-Mendeb blockade (1973)
c) Support of client vs. a Western client.

i) June War (1967)
ii) Soviet combatants in Egyptiacn Forts
(196 7-73)

iii) war cf attritiomn (1970)
iv) Octoker War: three cases (1973)
v) Latakia port visit (1973)

On the face of it, the organization seems reasonable,
although creating a "category" to contain a single example,
as he dces with <the three African examples from 2.b) to
3.a), seems artificial. When these three cases are set
aside, as exceptions or special cases, the remaining cases
can ke trcken dcwn into the three main "divisions" without
any more extraneous clutter than to simply nrote the two
general types of "Third World International Security" cases
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and to [point out the excerpticns. But even with Occanm's ¥
tazor thus applied, the scheme sesms <to be static, and to
cffer little guidance in the wunderstanding of the points he
has developed: capatbilities, resolve, and motivation. As
€ach cas¢ is discussed, a pcint is made about the sense of
the statts quo that was at stake, but there is not, unfertu-

nately, a convincing sense that each of the categories has
captured a single, <ccllective notion of the status quo that
includes all the cases within it. Por example, the category
cf "Suppcrt of client vs. Western gr2at powers" is a hodge- ]
podge of situations. The two Korsan incidents and the :TQ

Egyptian blcckade seema to represent a clieat 'violating the ;a;f
status quo and the Soviets either supporting their own flank o
or officially ignoring the situation. This is hardly a
homogenecus grouping cf "client support" cases, and the role
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of the Western great pcwers varies widely as well.

One leaves the "Fules of the Game," then, with several o
important new notions, such as the "status quo" and the S
scenario-dependence of actual force coamparisons, but wvith a % 1
rlatitudinous definition of the factors in the strength of L
political will and a forced framework for the comparison of

specific cases. :iq

The purpose of this part ¢f the analysis will be to cut e
away still more of the confusion by considering U.S. and ,t
Soviet ccst-benefit factors to be totally different. That 5;3
is, we eschev any hcpe of a general theory of patron-clieat S
relationships and consider the calculations solely from the -
Soviet pcint of view. This analysis is also intended to be :
dynamic, to describe how a case progresses from one type of g
demonstration to ancther, and hov the reactions of the C
United States might Le measured by the Soviets. Finally, T
this analysis entertains the possibility that Soviet calcu- "
laticns wmight include combat, directly against American
ships and against third countries.

o
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IV. SOVIET COSI-BENEFIT EACTORS FOR INTERVENTION

As ve have seen, both the experts cited considered the
calculaticns that the Soviets make before deciding upon the
level or type of naval demonstration that they will embark
upon in a specific case. MccGwire wrote explicitly in terms
cf the tenefits of rfrotecting Scviet 1lives and property,
increasing prestige, countering U.S. aggression, etc., and
more implicitly of tlte risks and costs associated with these
benefits. McConnell, especially when discussing the rela-
tive force factor and the relative interests in tke status
quo, was considering costs and benefits associated with
naval demcnstrations by either superpower. Here w2 will
focus exclusively on costs or risks as they balance against
expected benefits for the Soviets in the calculations that
they sight make when deciding the 1level of coammitment to
extend through the ccurse of a naval confrontaticn in or
near a Third World ccuntry. The factors will be. ccnsidered
individually at first, but it should be borne in mind that
the actual calculaticns made by the Soviets are certain to
aggregate these factcrs uniquely in each new situaticn.
That is, there will be circuamstances where ideclogical
consideraticns are negligible, and military factors over-
whelnming. In other cases, military considerations may be
important, but econosic constraints prohibitive.

4. POLITICAL/IDEOLOGICAL PACTORS

As the self-proclaimed leaders of the worldwide revolu-

tion against capitalisam and imperialist exploitation, the
Soviets find themselves with a fairly predictable role to
Flay in <the Third ©Wcrld crises that arise. The primary
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decisicn is the level of involvement rather than which side
to support. Their degree of involvement, of course, has
qualitative measures, and from the politicals/ideological )
goint of view, it has a spectrum of risks and benefits to be e
g measured and traded ciff.

i 1. Ihe Bevoluticsary "Status Quo" | .

As we have mentioned hefo:e; if there is indeed a

"status quo" (in McConnell's sense) that the Soviet Union
has a vested interest in sustaining it involves revolu-
tionary struggle in ncn-commurist states. The Soviet mili- .
tary in general bhas a role to play in supporting armed
Ievoluticns and the Navy in particular is well suited to the
task. Gecrshkov generalizes this way:

"The invincible military power of the Soviet Union forms ii;
an integral part of the military potential of the whole S
socialist community..."™ [Ref. 5: p. 206.) ol
The Scviets initially sawv the world broken into two tasic o

divisions, and they sav themselves as the natural allies of L
the fpost-colonial societies whosa people vwere, froam the a?i
ideolcgical point of view by definition, hoping to join the
Socialist Ccmaunity. The United States, on the other hand, -
vas seen as the leader of the "colonialists®™ whc would R
continue the oppression of these people if permitted to.

The ideclogical bifurcation of the world wvas absolute in S
this Leninist/Stalinist view, and the inevitable struggle ——
vas not expected to end in compromiss. Khrushchev intro- S
duced a nmore flexirkle sense of the complex "rocads to

socialiss," and the possibility of "peaceful coexistence."

But even peaceful ccexistence "...represents, as is wvell -
known, a specific fcrm of class warfare between socialisa ?ﬁ}
» 28
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and capitalisa in tke international arena."® So at this
level, the level of pure ideology that has a concreteness in
Soviet life that is difficult for Western minds to appre-
ciate, the Soviets must consider the long range consequences
of Third Werld cenfrcentations very carsfully. However flex-
ible soviet ideology has proven to be when change was neces-
sary tc support perceived national interests, there is a
cost or risk to be incurred wvwhen an ideologically-based
legitimacy is tested by overseas actions (or failures ¢to
act) that are inconsistant with stated policies and Lkeliefs.

2. gcost/Risk Pactors

Tte eoessential factcrs of ideological risk can be
suamarized as follows:

a. Perceived Lack of Resolve Relative to U.S.

If the Scviets are to make any significan: ideo-
logical investment in a revolution, they must be sure that
they are not in a position to see it swvept away by the U.S.
Interestingly, the Scviets have =made little public commit-
sent to revolutions that they see as not yet viable, or in
danger of Leing overthrown by Western forces of any kind.
For example, in <the Caribbean, only Cuba has envfoyed the
full benefits of Soviet ideological comaitment to it's exis-

. tencee. Manley in Jasaica ard Bishop in Grenada had Cukarn

support, but no public acknowvledgement by the U.S.S.R. <that
they were revolutionary states. When Grenada fell <to the
U.S. and Eastern Caribbean forces, Castro took no ideolo-
gical responsibility for the loss, saying that the revolu-
tion was over when Bishop was murdersd, and therefore by
implication that the Socialist Community had no obligation
to support Grenada beyond that day. Even Nicaragua has not

255]’Cc1. Konstantin A. Vorob'yev, guoted in (Ref. 4: p.
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been acknowledged as having Joined +he larger Sccialist
Community, although it has been eancouraged aightily dcwr the
correct path. The risk being considsered, then, is cne
raraly taken, and one taken only when a great benefit is to
ke had, as it was in Vietnam and Cuba, perhaps <+he only
Third Wcrld states tc enjoy a status that warrants this sort
of ideolcgical risk.

¥r. Competiticn from the P.R.C.

Although the Soviets do not acknowledge any
competiticn for the leadership of the Communist world, the
Chinese, since the 1960s, have independently offered zhe
Third World an alternative source of aid and revoluticrary
ideolcgy. From the Soviet point of view, a lack of resolve
could create an opportunity for the P.R.C. that could be as
damaging as any created fcr the West. P.R.C. competition in
East Africa during tbhe 1960s probably had an emboldening
effect vpon the Soviets, as the character of the revolu-
tionary sarketplace cf ideas was radicalized by the Cultural
Revolution. Chinese retrenchment has made the competition
less visible, but they are by no means out of the game and
they exercise the available opportunities to criticize
Soviet failures of will or ideological purity in the Third
World.

(1)

C. Conflicting Revocluticnary Goals

The obvicus example is the case of the Eritrean
rebellion, which vas materially supported, at least indi-
rectly, until the Mengistu regime achieved power in Addis
Ababa. The Soviets are nov, alongside the Cubans, assisting
the Marxist Ethicpian government in putting down <this same
revoluticn. This is ideologically confusing from a purely
leninist pcint of view, but the early help for the Eritreanms
was opportunistic, and the present policy has the larger
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tenefit c¢f supporting a pan-African status quo that, amcng
cther <+things, reccgnizes the legality of <colornialist
torders, opposas secessionist insurgencies, and stands
opposed to cross-border military actions against a recog-
pized government of any kind.29 Not exactly virgin commu-
nism, tut a policy ttat keeps the Sovist foot in the African
door, where it might not otherwise be given the record of
success of the first vave of post-colonial socialist
reginmes.

d. Identification With the Unsavory

Soviet G[pragmatism has extended as far as
supporting Idi Amin, whose repcrted cannibalism was prokably
as difficult to raticnalize ideologically as was his contin-
uing dctage for the Cueen of England.

The risk inherent in this sort of pragmatism, of
course, 4is a diluticn of the ideological foundations of the
anti-imperialist revclution that they ultimately hope to
promcte. This is a genuinely felt risk, as we have noted
before, without a directly corresponding, ideoclogically
explicit apalog for HWestern decision-makers. It 4is not,
hovever, a risk <that outweighs the importance of having a
presence in a critical geograghic location, or a position
from which to pursue the establishment of a more acceptable
regise at scme future time.

B2 MR

3. Pepefit ggctb;s

If the Soviets successfully assist a Third World
revoluticn the beneficial ideclogical fallout is manifest.
The two main categories of ideological benefit to be had
are:

10) igncise and informative discussion of the Horn of

Africa gust this context appears n Richar Reanek's
"soviet Policy in the Horn cf rica: The Decision to
Intervene," in [ Ref. .
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a. Validating the Revcluticnary Paridigm

All their chips are riding on one great rcll of
the histcrical dice. Of course the confidence is that the
faces all have six dcts, but it provides crucial grist for
the self-justificaticr will, and clearly must bolster the
sense of security of ths existing communist regimes, when
the plan is seen to proceed. Commuaist ideology requires
that it te on the ascent, and capitalism 4in decline. On
this large scale, the benefit can be quite great if a
victory cver the imperialists is called for by doctrine, or
if +tbe consequences of losing would include compelling
evidence that the world revolution is in decline.

k. Affirming Leadership of the Revolution

In the ideological battle with the P.R.C., the
demonstraticn of a willingness and a capability to assist
the revclution in the far ccrners of the world, with arms if
pecessary, is a demonstration the Chinese cannot match. As
ve will see below, carabilities drive intententions, and the
ideolcgical capital (if you will) to be had from a unigue
reach with fraternal assistance is quite great. Who leads
the Ccamunist Worlad: the Chinese offering moral support
from Beijing or the Soviets, challeaging the Americans off
the ccast and fighting the reactionaries ashore? If the
cccasion arises for this question to be asked, and the
Soviets take action, the answer will be clear.

E. ECONCHIC FACTORS

Econcmics drive U.S. relations with the Third Wworld
countries as much as they do with any of the larger nations.
Soviet Leninism is of course an economic thecry of history.
This general discussion of economic cost-benefit factors for
Soviet decisionmaking in interventions will operate on two
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levels., At the macro level, there is a point at whichk the
West «ccnsiders a ccuntry strategically critical <+to its
econosic systea. This is not to say that a particular form
cf government is necessary, only that trade relatiors must
cperate cn an established basis withou:t Soviet controcl. The
countries considered strategic in this way might include the
¢il prcducing coumtries of the Middle East, perhaps South
Africa for its strategic minerals, and countries commanding
major chcke points of world trade. The Soviets are obliged
to consider these countries *o be essential to the survival

of the West, and therefore likely to be protected with that

existential importance in wmind. At a more mundane level,
the Scviets have to consider that intervention costs rubles,
or worse, dcllars. 1There is a limited supply of each, espe-
cially the latter, and there is a point at which the suprly
will nct be adequate fer certain "discretionary"
interventions.

1. Gost Pactors

The general cost factors considered here are costs
for support of Soviet military forces rather than the
general military "aid" programs that the Soviets engage in.
With the pcssible exception of Cuba, unreimbursed Soviet
silitary aid does nct seem to occur in the Third World.
Even the large investment in Vietnam is oriented <toward
suppcrt cf Soviet forces, and <the 1976 cancellaticn of war
debts was <the oaly actual grant offered until 1979, when
military aid against the PRC seems to have been “"paid for"
with unprecedented levels of Soviet military access.

a. Hard Currency Outflow

Military forces overseas cost money. The
Soviets go to great lengths tc avoid buying ships bunkers or
grovisicns cverseas, unless it is from a client who will
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take payment in credits or rubles, because wmos%* ccuntries
require hard currencye. If an overseas presence was %0 be
maintained at any magnituda for any period of time, it could
get expersive, and tke use of scarce hard currency might be
pecessary for some provisioning.

If the overall size of the military forces had
to be increasad to compensate for homeland defense fcrces
cverseas it would reecve bodies from the productive sid2 of
the lakor wmarket.

k. Pollow-up Costs

If an intervention succeeds overseas, a contin-
uing rresence of security forces is likely, either Scviet or
perhaps client state troops. In either «case, barracks,
airfields, rpiers, fuel, etc. must be d2emed worth the expen-
diture (if cnly in scme larger sense), and the assets must
simply be available from the economy.

In the Cukan case it was considered necessary to
build a Leninist society as an example for the develcping
nations ¢f the hemisghere, at very high cost in general
economic aid.

Cc. Decreased Discretionary Resources

In a finite economy, if the budget permits only
one dintervention, it precludes intervention when one is
already underwvay. Cne wonders how auch of an effect the
investment of 85,000 men and their materiel in Afghanistan
had ocn the decision not to send troops into Poland. And
here vwe mean only tte econcmic effect, although there was
clearly a nmilitary asset-husbandry motive to this decision
as well, and it is ccnsidered Ltelovw.
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2. Bepsfit Pactgrs

The economic Lenefits of intervention by “he Sovizts
are simpilar to the benefits that <the United States hopes to
Teap when pursuing the policies most often condemned as
"imperialist® by the Soviets. The Soviets need to devalop
markets for their gocds. The "goods", of course, are arams,
and the statistics indicate that over half of all Soviet
exports to the develcping world are in wmilitary equipment.
The trade is more 1likely to be of aging Soviet equirpment
that has Leen replaced in the Soviet inventory with newer
models, but to the extent possible, the payment is in hard
currency, even in the case cf such desperately pecr coun-
tries as Ethiopia and (until 1979) Viatnan. When hard
currency is not available, either from the ccurntry in ques-
tion cr frcm a wealthy sponsor (such as Saudi Arabia for
Syria), then commodities are taken in trade at below-marke+
values. Sc to this extent, the Soviets have a positive
incentive to intervene if the market is worth developing.

The economaic advantage that amight come from control
of world chcke pecints is worth considering as a benefit, but
realistically such leverage would not likely be applied
uptil a cataclysmic state of affairs had been reached. The
Soviets have little tc gain from restricted trade. On the
contrary, as the Scviet economy becomes more and more
intertuined with the rest of the world, and specifically as
Soviet shipping and trade increase, their interests parallel
those of the West in the freedom of the seas. And in fact
the Soviets have ccansistently supported the principle of
free access to and passage of international waters, froam the
Posphecrus to the Gulf of sidra to the Panama Canal. Sc¢ any
econcaic return to be had from control of strategic straits
is likely ¢to be had only in the course of a major crisis
that will result in a dramatic change in the way that the
world ¢ )es tusiness.
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C. MILITARY PACTORS

i

1

|

| Tc begin our consideration of risk/benefit facicrs in ;;j
the Soviet decision to intervene from the purely military '

point cf view, it is worthwhile ¢o0 returr for a moment to :

the ccncept of the status quo introducad by McConnell. The ‘ lw?”

status quo percepticn of <the Soviet Navy relative to the —

United States Navy is that +the former is considerably

inferior to the latter. The ccnsequent expectation is that

the Scviets will back down in any serious, direct ccrfrcnta- o

tion, and that if Soviet and American forces actually -

engaged cne another in combat, the Soviets would be utterly o

defeated. I hasten tc point cut that the U.S. Navy is less

sanguine than this abcut relative strength, but worldwide,

i among the nations whc must make policy based upon a sense of
who will control <the seas in a confrontation at any scale,
it is widely believed that if the U.S. Navy is the leading
ravy in the world, and that the Soviet force is not ir the
i same league. Therefcre wve should consider again the argu-
ment that for creditkility each force must "give a good

account cf itself.™ Obviously, a good account consists of

two very different sorts of performances. The very willing-

ness of the Soviets tc stand up to U.S. seapower puts them

cn a nev and higher level when it occurs. So the Soviets

have, at tke 1level cf changing the status gquo, 1little to

lose and a great deal to gain. They also have a gocd pros-

i pect cf achieving the gains while "losing"” the confrontation
cn a tactical scale, in a siamilaz sense to that in which the i

United States is widely perceived as having been Leaten in ;ﬁia

the Tet Offensive of 1968, when by tactical military meas- Efli

| ures it was a clear Aserican victory. .

-y

o e e
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The Soviets, <theén, with a significantly inferior force B
can take advantage of surprise to use the «constantly !
changing situation at sea in achieving a tactical “victory"
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with strategic consequences. When this is taken into
accouat, cne can expect to find Soviet forces visibly
inferior to American naval formations, aven when “hey
consider the likelihccd of combat to be high.?! This is not
the way that the Scviets would do things off their cwn
coastline, because the mission then becomes obliteration of
the <threat and the assets include 1land-bassd aviation,
coastal ships, etc. In distant waters, the assets are

linited to those surface ships and submarines that can be
spared from the immediate coastal defense (including pro-
- and anti-SSBN) missicns, and the mission changes to the mora

forgiving c¢ne of *giving a good account" at worst. A
"tattletale" destroyer trailing the carrier with four cruise
missiles, and a couple of cruise missile submarines tc add
h confusion as well as firepower, togather present a very
_ sericus threat of a %“good acccunt." Especially if the fact
- that the carrier must repeatedly reverse course to maintairn
a proper wind angle as well as a station is used to mask the
training of wveapons and put the carrier in its most vulner-
able pcsition at the cutset of hostilities.2

1. Cost/BRisk Pactors.

The most critical risk 4in any military intervention
is the wultimate expansion of the conflict to nuclear war.
Ogarkov =stresses this in the quotation that opened the
essay. A rprimary Soviet goal c¢f intervention in a local war
would be to ensure that it remaipn local and not enlarge into
a vorldwide conflict. There is every reason to believe that
the Scviets thirk that this can be done. Certainly Ogarkov

1iPor a dissenting view, <that "the _overridj remise
6%2% %gat the supergpdwers ‘must avogd dgrect c ggh?" see

12 +
naval Sonbfflfsdstenginsiac 12879030058, 08, b QUESaRE ot 2

"scenaric dependence" o use the cliche) is presented in

[Ref. 1&].
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. does not dismiss Soviet involvement; he opposes liocal wars
Fl Ltecause they are by definition <the fault of <the Zpparial-
F ists. Because the Soviet Union is resolute they create the

dangerous ccnditions under which a Soviet-American conflic*
% sight evclve, and that holds the danger of world war. This
: danger is a reason fcr the imperialists not to start local
. wars rather than an excuse for the Soviets not to get
& involved.

Another basic sort of military risk to be taken is
the loss of assets, including ships, submarine2s, aircraft
and men. FEach is valuable, apd each is replacable, up toc a
certain point, should a loss occur. The thing to remember

about the Scviet consideration of the consequences of losing
assets is that the mission of homelaad defense supercedes
all cthers and assets considered necassary for that rcle
cannct be Jeopardized in other aissioas. Furthermore, a
ship that is unlikely ¢to be used effectively in a given
situaticn should not ke put at risk. These consideraticns
were proktakly behind a well-known incident during the 1973
Arab-Israeli var. During the coursa of the crisis, two
modern ASW cruisers were in the Mediterranean. A brand-pew
“Kara®" class ship, Njkolayev, was in Yugoslavia making an
cfficial visit with the Soviet Black Sea Fleet ccmmander
embarked. The ship <+ransited directly back thrcugh the
Turkish Straits on October 5, just prior to the beginning of
the war. A "Kresta-II" class ship of similar capabilities

. transited down froms the Ncrthern Fleet, entering the
i Mediterranean on 27 Cctober, but it never moved into the
ﬁ Eastern part of <the sea, where the action was, before

E zeturning home in Novembser. Pinally, the twvo largs ASW
. heliccpter cruisers c¢f the "Mcskva®™ class remained in the
; Black Sea throughout the ccnflicet. This is often inter-

preted as a sign of restraint by the Soviets, who coculd have
used these units to achieve “balance" in their Eastern
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Mediterranean force, which lacked AS§ ships. The restraint
might ke to keep the U.S. from feeling a strategic threa*t to
its SSBNs, or because, as Stephen S. 'Roberts suggests,!3 the
missicn was to counter the carrier rather than any submarine '

threat. This is very nearly it. The ships were valiuable, v
but only as targets. There was virtually no chance that
they cculd have been considered a significant threat to U.S.
submarines of any kind in the sound saturated, shallow and

wara waters of the Eastern Med. If they fourd a submarine
it wculd more likely te one cf their own. The Kresta II, in
K the parrcw transit lanes to the west, bhad by far the best G
- chance of detecting U.S. reinforcements, but this is also o
difficult ASW water. Having no weapons primarily designed "
for anti-carrier warfare, these units would have been R
reduced to defending themselves in aay conflict, which is ﬂ;j
made the mcre difficult when ycu are the largest target. As Nt
open-ocean ASV platfcrms, defending the Northern and Pacific A;
fleet areas, these ships are optimally armed and certainly o
needed, s0 their having been withheld from <+this conflict ;;;
should strprise no one. Finally, their involvement would e
have had nothing but rnegative impact on the measurement of a o
"good account."”

T B

So the Soviets can be considered to withhold units e
for strategic reserve, but with an eye toward <the likely o
utility of the ship in the crisis at hand. The conservative 2
scale of anti-carrier task groups formed by the Soviets
follows frcam <the consideraticn that most or all of these

ships would be lost, and that their function would likely be R
to inflict as much dasage as possible in the minutes avail- iii
able rather than to function as an integrated, multi-purpose ﬁﬁa
striking force. If the sole reason for withholding the Kara o
Nikolaev bhad been for strategic defense of the homeland, the ::i

[Rcfti ? g?e1ggagter "Superpovar Naval Confrontation," from *?5
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ship would have transited to the North Atlantic, where it
could have teen of scme use, <rTather than back hLome tc the
Black Sea.

Another facter at risk in the decision equation for
intervention is a possible loss of strategic ground relative
to the Hest. Since wve are considering here only those
interventions well Leyond the Soviet littoral, or buffer
states, there is nct much hiStory suggesting that the

Soviets have a public commitment to the use of third coun--

tries as military-strategic positions. Where they bLave
attempted to build overseas bases, such as in Cuba, Egypt,
Somalia, or by proxy in Ethiopia, .Angola. and perhaps
Grenada, they have pmet with moderate success. But <+heirc
comnitaent to defense of their interests in these countries
has been measured, 1limited perhaps by a lack of ideological
justificaticn for bases. Limited also by the simple lack of
silitary means to force coapliance upon an unwilling
Third-world host. Fresently the most strategically impcr-
tant Soviet positions overseas include Cuba, where the U.S.
has expressly pledged not tc intervene, Vietnam, where the
likelihood of U.S. reinvolvement seems politically unthink-
able, and on a second level the proxy involvements in Angcla
and Ethicpia. Air facilities in all these countries are
used by Soviet long-range military aircraf:.

The loss of @emilitary prestige is always a critical
matter fcr a nation that derives its international position
almost whclly on the basis of military strength. Scviets
have not shcwn any willingness to embark on interveantions in
which tikere was a strcng possibility of military embarass-
sent, but there has been lit*tle prestige to lose in the
third wcrld, overseas situaticns considered here.
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2. Gajinspenefit Factors

The most obvicus gain to be had by the Scviets is
the ismeciate goal cf the action contemplated, i.e. the
successful preventicn of a coup dfetat, the successful
completicn of a coup d'etat, the delivery of awmilitary
supplies, etc. On a larger scale, other benefits of Scviet
interventicn seem possible.

Although the Soviets have vefy few Dbases overseas
and putlicly deny the need for any, they are keenly aware of
the osilitary utility <the United States derives from its
kases. If the upshct of a Scviet interventior is the imme-
diate, cr more likely the evertual expdlszon of U.S. fcrces
from an cverseas base the strategic gain for the Soviets can

ke seen as proporticnal to the U.S. 1loss. This does not
require that Soviet Lases replace the American ones, as
cccurred in Vietnan. It simply reduces the capability of

the U.S. tc efficiently carry out the military role it has
takan up throughcut tlke world ocean, and it also reduces the
Soviet assets required to counter it. When Sovie: access is
granted, the benefit is compounded, and it is worthwhile to
note that in each of the four cases listed above, <+here has
been a military coammitment of direct suppcrt (irn the case of
Cuba), rproxy troops (in the African cases), or comprehensive
materiel and training support directly against the United
States (in Vietnam). That is, 1loss of U.S. influence and
tases overseas is a wcrthwhile goal in itself, and where a
military comaitment ¢f some relativsely profourd type |is
sade, the gains to be had are most significant.

A acment should be takern here to point out that each
cf these Fplaces is c¢f considerable strategic value to the
Soviet military. Vietnam, of course, is within long-range
aircraft range of the entire South and East China Seas (and
consequently the whcle coast of the PRC), the whcle
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Fhilippine archipelago, the Strait of .alacca ard ctter
trade routes, etc. Air access to Cuba and Angola permit
aircraft to cover virtually the entire Atlantic Ocean, *c
the Cape of Good Hope, even when originating in the Soviet

Northeérn Fleect. Ethiopian-based aircraft can cover the

Northera Indian Ocean. These aircrait, of course, can
engége in reconnaissamnce, ASW, or evern anti-ship strikes
with cruise missiles.

It is worthwhile tc¢ note that holes in worldwide
coverage exist in <the Southern 1Indian Ocaan, Southern
Facific Cce¢an, and tke Mediterranean. .The value of a recon-
paiseance and strike capability in the Mozambique Channel or
the capes off South Africa suggest that continuing pressure
and even military intervention of some sort might be used in
the general area, tc include Mozambique, Mauritius, the
Seychelles, the Malagasy Republic, etc. Libya and Syria are
the sost 1likely candidates for basing rights in the
Mediterrenean, and the South Facific simply doesn®t have a
great deal cf strategic significance anymore.

Ancther benefit to be had from a successful military
interventicn would be the increase in military prestige and
internaticnal respect as a silitary power. We have consid-
ered the value this has in toppling the status quo sense of
Soviet pcwer relative to American, but it would also build
Soviet credibility in the Third World as a viable threat or
protector. Various authors on the Soviet and U.S. side
write of the coercive effects of naval formations off the
coastlines of small ccuntries. If that force has no history
c¢f intervention and nc particular capability for it based on
the ships in the force, one vonders how serious a threat it
can ke. Once the Soviets establish themselves as an inter-
ventionary power, their credibility will climb to ancther
ﬁlane and the ccercive value of each ship will increase.
That is, one ship from a navy that intervened successfully
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in a small country aight be as persuasive as several from a
5 country that never has, at least it might in the mind of the B
‘ leader of a small country. —
Finally, there is a positive value in getting ccmka+*

. experience for military forces. The Soviets pay very clcse

: attention tc the lesscns of history, and one of them is that =
F combat-seascned troops fight better than green troops. The sin
: Soviet Unicn has not engaged in large scale combati¢ other ‘

3 than the Afghan War since World War II. Except for the

3 unfortunate example c¢f the Russo-Japanese War of 1905, there o
) is no history of majcr Soviet naval battles since the advent -
of steam. To a certain extert the lessons of the battles of o
cther ccuntries can be adopted, but they must first be

filtered hypothetically through the Marxist-Leninist para- ,
digma, which results in several stages of removal from the —_
circumstances of the actual engagement before the lesson is
uncovered. The ailitary leaders in the Soviet Union would
likely appreciate tke superiority of direct experience in
testing tbe correctneéss of their military planms.

-

Bungi;gnzn-*ggg cﬁgtﬁgiﬁ cggbgggue tfgggéhgcaf ppgessicn g%

differert in g nd ca gig sggt of thirghagrexperignsgntggg o
eyons tke Sov iittoral that is being considered ﬁere. —_—
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V. RAIBS QOF INTEBVENTION--1 DECISJON POINT TIPOLOGY

The purpose of +this secticn will be to illustrate scme
¢f the general trends to be found in examining Soviet naval
activity in the Third World, exasine the stakes involved
historically, using the cost-benefit analysis we developed
€arlier, and then vuse several case studies to break ocut a
set of general principles through which the decisions that
the Scviets have madeé can be ccmpared, .analyzed, and better
understocd.

A. GENERAL TRENDS

The general set of incidents that we are using here
consists of a wide variety of situations. Both MccGwire and
McConnell have been taken to task for trying <to sensibly
organize the group, 1largely because their organizational
schemes were static and somewhat arbitrary. Having said
this, an cbligation to prcvide a positive alternative is
incurred, and so one is offered.

Tables I and II, vhich are basically the McConnell list
vith a few additions and deletions, are given in a strictly
chronclogical order with some key operational gquesticns
answered fcr purposes of easy comparison. Chronological
crder is chosen because it is naturally given and because it
would best illustrate how cperational characteristics build
upon one ancther as a result of experience, if they do. I
contend here that they do indeed, and that previous experi-
ence with a tactic contributes to the options available in
the next crisis. Bow this works is not as obvious as it
appears at first blush.
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The questions across the top of the tables are meant to
ask, in crder, whether the U.S. Navy presented a countering
force (USN?), whether the Soviet Navy presented an anti-
carrier warfare thrsat to U.S. forces (ACW?), whether a g

Soviet air or sealift was a part of the operation, whether
the Scviet Naval Infantry was involved (SNI?), whether a o
proxy force was being assisted in carrying out Soviet comka: ﬁﬁj
goals (PFOXY?), and if the operation featured a new aspect
of Soviet response (NEW?).

To help vith the overview it is useful to point out that S
in every case vhere the U.S. sent ships, they were on scene .o

AN SEAKMAERS  Lasnsierrie

tefore the Soviet shigs.

¢ The June War is chosen as a natural starting point here
g (as in McConnell) tecause it =xrepresants tne first large- v
h scale Soviet naval response to an iacident beyond their -

1f torders. The visits to Egyptian ports by Soviat combatants b
i after the wwar were probably the most dangerous activities

{ ever engaged in by deployed Soviet forces, as their purpcess o
ﬁ vas tc deter Israeli air attacks with the threat of raising —

the stakes of the ccnflict, a dubious notion against the
scst restrained adversary, which Israel is not. The air ACW :
: engageéd in by the Scviets after <the Pueblo incident was a ﬁﬁu
- practice raid by Soviet naval nmissile bombers against the .
: large U.S. force that was generated in the Sea <¢f Japan
- after the Ncrth Koream attack. Interestingly, this was not
L ' done against the even 1larger force that responded to the
E shooting dcwn of the U.S.A.F. EC-121 reconnaissance plane a
year later. In that case, though, similar aircraft
performed reconnaissarce of TP-71 (four U.S. carriers and
fifty other coabatants) in the East chira Sea two days
before they entered the Sea of Japan.

The Jordanian crisis of 1971 is very important because
it rerresents the first time <that Soviet ships functioned
tactically as credible anti-carrier groups, as we will see
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& below. It is also interesting that the posturidg at sea
3 continued for a nmonthb after the Syrian tanks were repelled :
: and tbhe immediate cause of the crisis was over. Th*
5 The West African deployments began with Ghana in 1969, a
case of Scviet ©pressure to return seized Soviet fishing
: . ships. They became regular in the form of the "West Africa
- Patrol" the next year, have matured considerably over the o

alewaday a

past decade and a half, particularly in the use of the .
Soviet Naval Infantry as a standing force off the coas+. '
i The Indo-Pakistani war of 1971 might represent a Scvie* o

L R MRS

attempt to preempt the U.S. Navy in their deploymernt, a new S
notion <that will be explored in mors detail below, and
_ unique if true. In the response to the mining of Haiphong, e
the Scviets made their primary ACW force a group of four o
; Echo-II submarines, vhich remained a* anchor near the
Macclesfield Bank, and did not engage in exercise activity
against the very large (six carrier) U.S. force in the T
Tonkin Gulf. s
1973 saw the development of the amphibious forces in the T
role of <transporting <third-country troops, first from
Morocco to Syria, then Omani insurgents from Aden to near N
the Osani bcrder area. The ambivalence about calling theam il
proxy forces follows from the consideration that although o
they were clearly supporting Soviet general interests in a 3
combat rcle, they were not proxies in the same sense as the e
Cuban trccps later sent to Angola and Ethiopia.ts st ]

‘A

I‘L-_A_

CEEE 2 o

rn,
18Jiri valenta ues in (Ref that Castro's rela- -—
tionship vith the g vas 1 %g Z inJe endent of Moscow's ]
contrc unti the in{ nent co gs eto's re mi caused =T
the Soviet vas ncrease the sca nvolve- [N
ent anrnd conso i; tak ccntrol of the operatlon. Thus O
it is ap ove icat on to characterzze the Cu ans as o
gigx es"® unt 1 ss ve sea and airl gqan and gz PO
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The Cctober War of 1973 startled mary by the scale and
speed of tke Soviet naval buildup. It is as startling,
though little noted, that the differences ware largzsly of
degree rather than kind, and that avery aspect of the Soviet
involvement had been "field exercised" in a previous crisis.
The latakia port visit after the war vas a classic exaaple
cf the Scviets using a proven aezhod. As the mandate for
the U.N. Golan Heights force was about to expire in November
of 1974, and the Israelis wvere pointedly complaiaing abou:
Soviet arms shipments to Syria, a combatant force carrying
Vice Adsiral Khcevrin (then the Commander of the Black Sea
Flest) ©fpulled into latakia, the main terairus of Syrian
resupplye. It wvas a scaled-up repeat of the visits to
Egyptian ports after the 1967 war.

The Angclan intervention exercisad all the Third World
intervention skills available to the Soviets, with the
massive trooplift of Cuban forces and reported naval gunfire
support (NGFS) of NELA and Cuban combat operaticns repre-
senting new skills.!® The use of Conakry, Guinea as a
staging pcint not only for the airlift but for large scale
cpen-ocean gilitary reconnaissance reminds us, and thea, of
the value cf the West Africa Patrol that wvas established
above, originally tc bolster a wveak governaent. The
Ethiopian operation drew heavily on this experience, using
Aden in a way analagcus to Ccnakry.

The sino-viétnanese war of 1979 was interesting becaus2
Soviet behavior was essentially similar to their support for
North Vietnam against the United States, but tactically
different in ways that raflect their different assessments
of the threat. The eleven surfac2 coambatants dispatched to

16These reports originated n Ango d
thcugthogsihfep are ugsugstant atea?e %ge%agp gg?icaii
suggeést that a Kresta II cruiser fired its 57am gun at PNL
ositions %n Lobito and Benguela, and that Soviet suprlied
and manned) landing craft 3shelled Mocamedes.
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the general area were tetter suited to command, surveillance
and self defense thar anti-carrier warfare.!?

The transits of the Mjnsk and Novorossisk (follow=-on
units cf the Kigev VIOL carrier) around Africa were signifi-
cant events in <that stops in Luanda, Angola with the Ivapn
Bogov (or her sister ship Nikclaev in the latter case) vere
each time included in the itinerary. Mipsk, in bher 1979
transit, engaged in exercise operations off the <coast of
South Africa, at a time when tha*t country, <+the vangquished
enemy in the Angclan war, was suffering an oil crisis. The
Seychelles portvisits of the past couple of years have been
seant tc bolster the regime of Presidsnt Rene, especially
when he is out of the ccuntry for any reason. Having
sufferad several coup attempts, the presence of a cruiser or
an amphibious ship with Soviet Naval 1Infantry aboard is
considered a useful deterrent by the Seychellois government.

There are, clearly, several identifiable types of in%ter-
venticns that can be broken out in the ways that MccGwire
and McCcnnell did. The Middle East wars are obviously very
different operationally and strategically from the various
forays into Third World naval diplomacy, which themselves
arise frcam several different sorts of situations. But as
gilitary operaticas, there are problems and limitations that
characterize incidents nmore because of the physical reali-
ties <c¢f distance frca base or ememy capabilities, for
example, than the political or historical settiag. And
there are tactical lessons that carry over from one type of
incident tc another, in ways that are at least as instruc-
tive as any atteapt to find geopolitical reasons for mili-
tary events. The general trends in Soviet naval

l’Thz ShiSi include a Kresta Ig ASWH crug er. a
convgrtc SVG{ ov CCII nd and 2ntrc ip a Kas sau
iin, tvo Alligators. 411 3 bove
sh ps, éx he LSIs, have SA for area or se £ defense,

and nc ant!-sh p cruise nissiles are carried.
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intervention and sypport overseas have included the

follcwing:

1. U.S. naval forces precede Soviet forces to an area of
ccntention.

2. The Soviets are willing to risk considerable danger
of attaék, especially from 1Israel, to show suppcr«
for an ally in a crisis. These risks, however, are
usually taken from a reactive rather than a fkellige-
rant posture, €.g. the stationing of ships ir
tkreatened ports.

3. 1Innovative tactics tend to appear in relatively low-
risk situations, but once proven will be usad consis-
tently if possible.

4. The Soviets seem willing to take a significan+t
portion of their regional major combatant c¢rdzar of
tattle out of the home fleet area, if the U.S. forces
that represent the primary threat are also deployed
tc tke same area.

S. The Soviets use the facilities <+hey have acgquired
overseas to support operations that might help open
up other facilities.

B. TEE STAKBES

Given this brief immersion in the details of the naval
activity considered there, and the trends reflected over
time, it is useful toc return to the three type of ccst/risk
and benefit. A seccnd look should provide a more concrete
notion of what the Scviets might be considering when they
decide whether tc intervene, and how t0 manage an ianterven-
tion cnce initiated.
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1. Ihbe Ideclogical Stakes

The key variable in ideological risk was -
resolve--the comnitment of the prestige of the Soviet state -

HOERS  MISAIaGed

and the CPSU to a conflict. An interesting observation can
e made in this regard simply by scanning the list c¢f coun-
tries for which naval support has been demonstrated. Ths
. cnly ccuntry that cculd be considered a member  of the =
Socialist Community in the sense of requiring full Soviet
commitaert is probably Vietnam. The point here is that if a
menber of the "“Socialist Community"® is in trouble, the
! conmitment of the Soviet Unior is automatic and irrevokable, :f:
3t leas: ip theory. This is a public fact, and the irzer- ]
- esting 1logical corollary is +that the U.S.S.R. must be  .;
g careful whem it publicly acknowledges as deserving this ;;J

o
o el .
A A A e

A S o G 40

distinction. Professor Jiri Valenta recantly pointed outcis .
that the Soviets, despite the massive military investment
since December, 1979, have yet to refer to the Karmal
government in Afghanistan as a member of the Sccialist
Community. The Sinc-Vietnam case, of course, was a special -,

one in which the PRC, a renegade member of the community,
attacked ancther meater. The ideological consegquences of
this were developed to the ¢foint of further attempting to
undermine PRC influence in the communist movement, but not, M
of ccurse, to the logical conclusion that the invasion T
defied the laws of scientific history.

When revcluticnary goals and practices seem incon-
sistent, or logically impossible, or obscenely double- ~ -
dealing (as in the case of the Eritrean rebels who found fiﬁ
their fcrmer Cuban instructors working for the cerntral N
government against them after 1977) the matter seems nct to

arise in the ideclogical reals. =
18Tn an address to a co rence on the Soviet Invasi
- ct Atghangstan. Honterey, Cai£§0t a, 16 Novenb;r, 1583?5 on
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The use of paval power in support of ideological
goals, that is in being able to point tc worldwide lzader-
ship c¢f the revoluticn, seems to be growing in magnitude and
sophistication. The Ghanain incident began with the seizure
of Soviet fishing bcats, but the seizure itself was justi-
fied by Ghana with the accusation that the Soviets were
aiding frro-Nkrumah rebels. Certainly Soviet rhetoric
supported thenm. Over the years, ‘though, material aid to
"revcluticnary"® parties has beer selective and oppgortun-
istic. When opportunity coincides with strategic value and
military capability, as it did in Angola, the support can be
massive and the propaganda victory on the ideclogical level
very considerable.

Ultimately, though, ideology is applied to the
events that occur around the world from <the position of
power that the Soviets assume as the leaders o¢f the
Socialist world, that is, with complete freedom to interpret
events and responses for <the benefit of the rest cf the
"community." This is given attention, and surely a part of
the planning that goes into a decision to intervere, but it
seems unlikely that there could come an occasion when it was
felt that a strategically necessary intervention nmust not
take place cn purely ideological grounds.

2. Ihe Economic Stakes

large investments have been made in the military
suppcrt ¢f Third World countries supported by the  Scviet
Union. To the extent possible these investaents have been
directly recouped in hard currency, but the limit of the
likely capability of a country to find currency, or a
willing sgcnsor with cil money, can be to a certain extent
Frojected. The real money-making relationships have tean,
of ccurse, with ¢the oil-rich pations themselves, such as
Libya and Iraq, wkere the wmarket for arms might alcne
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justify military interventicn, even if the o0il  itself was
not directly available.

On another level, though, the strategic locatiocn or
history ¢cf a country or region dictates that economic risk
ke incurred. The Middle East is clearly a special cas2 in
the strategic equations of the Soviets as well as the West.
Large expenditures are considered vorth the cost irn Vietnam
and Cuba, where the Soviets ars almost certainly not making
money, but where the level of access granted is offsetting.

The direct drain opn the 1ledger sheet for oversszas
interventicn would seem to be concentrated in the area of
infrastructure for the direct support of Soviet forces
rather than in the "aid" given to the indigenous military.
-In ccuntries like Vietnan, Ethiopia, Aden, Somalia, and
Egypt, among others, substantial resources have been put
into kasing facilities. In a few cases this investment was
lost, but tlte temporary benefit was probably worth the cost,
and the strategic advantage still to be had where the bases
continue to exist is very great.

3. Jhe Military Stakes

The military risks and benefits at stake in each of
the incidents vary ccmsiderably, and can best be broker out
by using taktles as we did when considering the operational
characteristics. Takles II and III list the incidents chro-
nologically with a trief «characterization of the risk or
tenefit invclved in the same terms as previously corsidered.
The subjective values “None®", "Low," "NModerate," and "High"
are given to the risks incurred by the Soviets in each
categcery, with the likeliest adversary added in parentheses
under the "risk to assets" coluamn.

- Such a table invites argument, of course, and where
a value seens difficult to understand, please remember that
it is the 1jgk reascnably expectable to <the Soviet planner
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INCIDENT

67
67
68
69
69

war

Hostage ships

Pueblo
Ghana
EC-121

69-70 Scomalia

70

Jordan

70¢ 6. Africa

71
72
73
73
73
74

Indo-Pak
Haiphong
Moroccans
Aden 1lift
October War
Latakia

75-6 Angola
77-8 Ethiopia

79
79

82-3 Seychelles

83

Sino-vViet
Minsk

Novorossisk

TABLE III
Military Risks

L S o B o B o B

ASSETS

B(US,Is) H
H(Is) .|
8 (US) |
N N
L(US) |
.| . N
L-M(US,Is) N
N N
8 (0S) L
¥-L (US) L

§-H(US,IsS)L
L(Oman,US) L
M-H(US,Is)H
H(Is) M
M-L (US) L
L(US,Fr) A
M (PRC) H
L(S.Af) N
L (SOFs) L
N N

GROUND PRESTIGE
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=
)
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that we are trying to understand.
course of the Jordanianm crisis, the Soviets applied unprece-
dented tactics of generating functioning anti-carrier groups
around each of the American carriers.
the course of the

LLLLLL

standof £,
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considered strategic strike asseots by the Soviets, it s
reasonable that there was an elavation 3in the level of risk
cf nuclear war bstween the superpowers, if only war through
inadvertance. That elevaticn is reflacted in the "“WW III"
column. At the same time, the the risk from American ships

w

€ens

to the Scviets is considered moderate because of the studi-
ously nor-aggessive stance maintained by the American naval
forces thrcughout <the crisis. In the Haiphong  mining
episcde, the risk of war is seen as having lowered when the
Echo-11 sukmarine force stayed at ancaor well away from the
Aperican ships involved in the operation. Similarly, the
risk tc Soviet assets from U.S. ships dropped during the
Angolan interveption tecause the Congress made it clear that
no direct involvement would be tolerated. After the para-
lyzing Tunney amendment passed, in mid-December, the Scviet
sea and airlift draratically 4increased in scope. Mcst
importantly, though, th2 purpose of the chart is tc illus-
trate general trends rather than to make points about
specific interventions.

In Table III we invite a compariscn cf benefits
gained in strategic ground and military prestige to the
previocusly seen risks. Alsc listed is the specific amilitary
goal cf the operaticn from the Soviet point of view and a
rating of the combat training value in lieu of true "ccatat
experience." 1In any case where new “ground®™ is broken, as
in demcnstrating a new combat technigue, there is an incli-
nation to give credit fcr at least "moderate" combat
training value, which may be inflating the true value cf,
for example, anchoring the four Echo-IIs. 1I¢ should also be
poticed <that the measuremernts of prestige and strategic
ground tc ke gained kenefit from hindsight, but represent
the value of basing rights, etc., that the planner could
reascnatly bave hoped for, and in most cases got. For
example, though no Lasing rights are yet available in the
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Saychelles, if the Scviets dc manage to preserve the rsgime
in a crisis it seems reasonable to expect that a looserning
of restrictions might accrue, and air or naval basing righ%s
here would te of high strategic and prestige value tc ths
Soviets, especially since the buildup of Diego Garcia arnd
the end cf the "zome c¢f pesace" cconcept.

C. DECISICHN POINTS

In the introducticn to this section, a series of gzrperal
trends were isolated from the purely operational character-
istics of the Soviet naval involvement in the incidents

r
i

-
“

considered. The observations of the same incidents from the
standpoint ¢f <risks taken and benefits expectsd tends ¢to
-confirm the previously held list of trends ard gives scme

S H
L. LR i
4 e A e

perspective as to why the particular response was chosen by .
the Scviets. The trend over time has been to look for more };ﬁ
low-risk, higa-benefit situations, as one might exfpect. S
Wkere a compmitment eiists, however, as in the Middle East or ;;j

Vietram, a response tc provocation from anyone will be made,

y

even at considerable risk or in an unpredictable situaticn.
There seems to ke little evidence of Soviet escalaticn of
the pctential risk in a conflict once underway in order to
make a greater benefit likely, although there is also little
. evidence cf Soviet willingness to back down froa an escala-
E : tion initiated by the adversary force. On the contrary, the

Al g

i Soviets have in these cases applied very significant
| porticns of <their naval strength in order to continue to
& have the greatest pcssibile credibility. For exasmple,
E during tkte Jordanian Crisis the Sovists deployed <three of
y their five Black Sea Fleet cruise aissile ships to form ACW
! grougs around the U.S. battle groups. There is 1little

reascn to kelieve tlkat much mcre than sixty percent of any
ship type is likely to be availabla at a given time, so this
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INCIDENT

67 War

67 Hostage ships
68 Pueblc

69 Ghana

69 EC-121

69-70 Scmalia

70 Jordan

70+ W, Africa

71 Indo-Fak

72 Haiphcng

73 Moroccans

73 Aden lift

73 October War
74 Latakia

75-6 Angcla

77-8 Ethiopia

79 Sino-Vietnanm
79 Minsk transit
82-3 Seychelles

TABLE IV
Military Benefits

GOAL/VALUE
Surveill,Convoy/M

Deter,solidarity/L

Surveillance/N
Asset protect/L
Surveill,Deter/M
Suppt. regime/L
ACd,Deter/H
Presence/L
Preeapt?/M
Surveil,Deter/M
Asst Syria/M

Asst PAIGC/M
surv, ACW ,Convoy/H
Deter Israel/lL
Estab. regime/H
Suppt. regime/H
Suppt. client/H
Inpress patives/L
Suppt. regime/L

GROUND PRESTIGE

M
B
L
M
M
H
M
H
H
L
M
M
H
H
H
H
H
L
H
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pessitls. Even vhen the stakes are high, the dse or threat
cf fcxce is withheld until it seems necessary. Where the
silitary risk is very slight, the Soviets are prone *“o keep
their military commitment proportionally small, even when
the pctential gain is great, as ir Angola.

A new set of general <trends can be formulated, based
upon the operational observations, and speaking to the
cost~tenefit calculations made in the course of a conflict:

1. Recognize strategic necessities and make the enemy
know what they ars.

2. Crea*e situaticns only when they can be predictably
managed to their conclusion. '

3. Maintain contrcl of your economic and especially your
military assets. '

4. Extend commitsents in the following order:
a) Ideological/political.
k) Econoamic.
c) Military.

S. Back up ccamitments at the appropriate level (ideoclo-
gical, economic, or military) and be consistent.

6. Make nmilitary commitments credible by making them
propcrtional.
a) Identify and threaten the real eneay with the

appropriate type and level of force.

k) Ccamunicate a willingness to use the weapon.

‘Before proceeding to the case studies, an important
reainder is in order. As ve mentioned earlier, this study
is ccncerned prisarily with Soviet intarvention beyond those
areas that could be ccnsidered part of the strategic buffer
zZone arocund Soviet bcrders. Operationally that was defined
as the area covered ry Soviet tactical aircraft operating
froa tls hcmeland. This definition, though, makes the
status of Southwvest Asia, <+he Middle East, and the Korean
peninsula ambiguous, when in fact there is abundant reason
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to consider thes "strategic" +tc the Soviet Unicn. An L}
cbvicus and appropriate point to raise is that the increased L
range of sea~-based weapons in the 1950s and 1960s made the
Eastern Mediterranean and the Sea of Japan possible launch
points fcr nuclear-armed carrier aircraft and, later, subma-
rine launched missiles. Most of the cases of Soviet naval
force projection have been in these areas, though, and so we
pust ke careful about extrapclating lessons learned in one
regime tc another. This analysis states that with attention
to the contenders, tlke stakes, and the assets employed by
ktoth sides, this can ke reasonably done.

B. CASE STUDIES OF CECISION POINTS

In crder to review a variety of the most important
cases, we will consider the June War, the Jordanian Crisis,
the Angoclan intervention, and the Sino-Vietnam conflict. As
a curicsity, the unua sual deploymants during the
Indo-Pakistani war cf 1971 will be briefly reviewed for
evidence that it was a2 failed attempt at U.S.-style pre-
eaptive deployment.

% 1. The June War cf 1961

. Soviet interest in the Middle East is historical,
- kut tbhe Scviet decisicns leading up to their involvement in
the'naval maneuvers during the war are identifiable. Their
connitments wvere in <the «c¢rder presented in our general
trends: ttey offered political encouragement to the Arab
socialist regimes in Egypt and Baathist Syria, and followed
up with eéccnomic suppcrt and military aid. When Palestinian
commandos used Syria as a base for attacking 1Israel, the
Soviets decided to <cffer ideclogical support only. The
first crisis decision points of the 1967 war came on 19 and
22 May vbhen the Egyptians evicted the UN peacekseping forces

atlama
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from the Sinai and tlockaded the Strait of Tiran, which
commands Israel's only access to the Rad Sea. This latcter
action, of course, is an act of war, and it violates the
right of free passage of international waters that the
Soviets have long supported. The Soviets kept a low prcfile
on the s=matter and exrressed no interest in joining in any
attempt to reopen the strait against Egyptian will. The
eéffect cf the Soviet response was to desmilitarize <the
Egyptian act of var Lty simply ignoring it. The Wast was
cddly cccperative in letting <he issue 1lie until the var
settled it (among other things).

At this time, the American carriers Sagatoga and
Apegrica were in the Eastern HMediterranean engaged in norsmal
exercises. A decisicn was made to put them under surveil-
lance Ly Soviet destroyers. This had the effect of
providing accurate data to Moscow as to the position and
activity of <the carriers without presenting a serious
threat. Significantly, two cruise missile destroyers were
sent to the Mediterranean in the first week of June, Just
before the war, to augment the tattletale force. The ships
vere a Kilden and a Krupnyy equipped with the already obso-
lete SS~-N-1 systeam. One “Kynda" class cruiser was in the
Elack Sea crder of battle, carrying eight SS-N-3 long range
missiles and reloads, but it was not brought down.

Soon after the war began on 5 June it was clear that
it would be a disaster for Egypt and Syria. The Scviet:
suppcrt of her allies consisted of resupply, with a large
number of ships and aircraft bringing military replacement
stock. PBut this vas essentially economic and moral supgort,
the Scviet Navy's protection of Soviet ships £from Israeli
attack was not so much combat support of Syria as it was a
defense cf the right c¢f free passage.

Wben on 10 June Syria's Golan defenses.collapsed,
Israel threatened to march to Damascus, at which point the
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strategic irterests (ideological, economic, and milizary) of
the Soviet Union were directly Jjeopardized. Kosygin
threat2ned direct intervention, but it was airborne units
that would bave been used, not naval forces.2° And the U.S.
carriers kcth sailed to the Levantine coast, disregarding
the cruise missile threat from the Soviet destroyers.

What was leazrred? The value of the tattletales was
probakly the most disportant discovery. But the cruise
missile threat to the carriers was not credible ard had no
effect on their wmovesent to the war zone when they chose to.
Thus the threat to the United States, the real enemy, was
not propcrtional. Even the airborre threat was a suicide
missicn to raise the stakes to a U.S./U.S.S.R. confrontation
that neither wanted. Only the direct risk of losing Syria
to the #West made such a risk conceivabla. So a credible
naval threat did not exist for lack of assets and tactics,
forcing a confrontation to a higher, less cost-effective
plane. And vorse, the situation put Israel in the position
cf deterxining whether the strategic confrontation would be
necessary.

2. 1Ihe Jordaniap Crisis of 1971

Four years later, the Soviets used a roughly similar
circumstance to demonstrate that they nowv had the capability
to credibly particigate in a c¢risis at the conventional
level, at least to the point where it was <they who deter-
mined that it should escala te.

In 1970 the Palestinians were using Jordan as a
staging Lase for attacks against 1Israel. The Soviet Union
continued its relaticnship with Syria and Egypt, although
Egypt bhad ty ncw split with Syria on the matter of the
"Rogers Flan," which gave Jordan control of the West Bank to

20anth W "The J 1967 Arab- ] "
(Bef. g P?ngsgj. ells, une rab-Israeli war," in
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administer the Palestinians. The Palestinians expressed
little regard for Hussein's rule, and were ordered expelled
on 15 September. Cver the pext five days Jordanian and
Syrian Army forces <clashed until the Syrians actually
invaded with a <colump ¢of tanks that were pushed back three
days later.

The Soviets were close to Syria politically, rLut
ambivalent because Nasser was the key to their Middle East
diplceacy. The United States interast was in the 1large
number of U.S. citizens in Jordan. -

American respcnse was swift. Airborne units were
alerted in the United States and irc Ehrope. The carriers
lndepepdence and Saratoga were in the Eastern Mediterranean
and the Jochp P. Kepnedy was sent from the United States.

Soviet response wvas, this time, proportional and
credible. A Kynda cruiser, two SSM Destroyers, at least cne
"Juliett™ class missile sutmarine and several other subma-
rines were present ¢to constitute a genuine anti-carrier
capatility, especially vher the Black Sea Naval Air Force
tombers in the <Crimea are figured into the equation. The
Juliett actually remained surfaced, with two Foxtrot subma-
rines, for a week during the crisis in order, one assumes,
t0 make her presence kinown. The case wvas made that the
United States did not have ccmflete fraedom of action in the
Eastern Mediterranean. FPurthermore, it wvas for the first
time established that the Scvijet Union could exepcise scme
sentrel cver the escalatiop of the copflict. It was no
longer true that a third party such as Israel could put them
in a purely reactive or defensive position.

The decision pcint came when the augmentation of the
naval fcrce was «clearly for the purpose of anti-carrier
warfare. Furthermore, the anti-carrier posturing went on
until the U.S. forces left the Eastern Mediterranean, in
late Octoker, one wmonth after the original crisis had
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passed. The strategic necessity was not so much the wester-
nizaticn of Jordan, cr the growth of U.S. diplomatic influ-
ence, or even the survival of the Palestinians. It was to
sake the point that <the Eastern Mediterranean was nct arn
American lake. Aand a confrontation that can be cornsidered a
standcff with tbe United States Navy is a net qgain for
Soviet prestige, as has been pointed out before.

3. Ibe 1975-76 Angolapn Intervention

In the strategic equation, Angola was little to

“lose" fcr the Soviet Union and a great deal to gain. No
questicn of strategic strike advantages for the Urited
States existed (as in any case involving the Eastern Med)
and the third party to the conflict, <Cuba, was controlled
from Mcsccw wvhen tke combat reached a high 1level of
intensity.

In October of 1975, 1500 Cubans were <+¢raining and
advising fighters fcr the MPLA, which was contending with
the Zaire-kacked FPNLA and the South Africa-backed URNITA for
contrcl cf the former Portuguese colony. On the 23rd, South
African regulars invaded frcm the South. An airlift by
Soviet military transport aircraft began, bringing military
sﬁpplies, Eut by mid-November the Cubans and the MPLA were
keing pushed back tcward Luanda cn two fronts by the cther
groups. Cuban ships and aircraft had begun reinforcing
their trcops and 17C Soviet advisors were in country by 13
i Novemter.
:

:
]

In late Novesbter Zaire operated three sSwift Loats
cff North Angola and Cabinda, which it's PFNLA group had
invaded. This was within 20 miles of the port of Pointe
Noir, vhere Soviet arms shipments were made and where
geveral Soviet merchant ships were then docked. An
- Alligatcr LST was dispatched frcm Conakry, Guinea (the West
Africa Patrocl) as the apprcpriate response to the danger.
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Onboard was an SNI detatchment with antitank rockets ~and };ij
SA-9 antiaircraft missiles visible on deck. Deferse of -

Soviet civilians and evacuaticn seemad possible. As the f*¥
course of the war ccntinued to turn against the Cukans and ‘ hf
the FNLA, a SAM Kotlin destroyer began to transit from the .akj

s

Eastern Nediterranean.

Cn 19 Deceater the Tunney Amendment passed the
Sanate, and although the House didn't vote for ancther
month, it seemed unlikely that the U.S. would intervene.2t
The Fcrd administration turned its attention <+o disrupting _
the airlift by convincing first Barbados then the Azores to ;‘
refuse tke Cubans landing rights. Thé Soviets sent long- :

:anée Il-62 tramsports to conginua the Cuban reinforcement
via Conakry, as a Kresta II ASW cruiser 1left the
Mediterran¢an and tramnsited to the Conakry area, perhaps to L
provide navigaticn or other assisteuce to the airlift.

: As the carrier Saratoga prepared to leave Mayport,
; Florida for its scheduled Mediterranean cruise, the U.S. was
i publicly ccmplaining about Soviet naval presence in the
: Angolan area. The Soviets had moved most of their ships to
éf the Ccnakry area, and vwere preparing a large-scale surveil-
; lance effort across the Central Atlantic (to track U.S.
. deployments) including Bear-D aircraft from Havana and :
: Conakry, an intelligence ccllection ship (AGI Vertikal) to f;;i
¢ 4 the mid-Atlantic along the great circle route from Florida Ejii
or Cuta to Angola, and a contingency ACW group in the f
Western Mediterranean in case <the Saratoga was detected —
enroute tc Angolan waters. The ACW group, consisting of a
- Kresta I, a Mod Kashin, and a Juliett SSG never formed up
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‘ because tte Saratcga derloyed normally, to the
$ Mediterranean. 22

i In the Angolan case, the commitments were clsarly

mad? in <the correct crder, and always at the appropriats '

level cf response. The military commitment was consistent
and prcpcertional, the ACW group described abcve beirng of
text bock ccmposition, and especially credible in hindsight :f;
tecause the Juiiett was disccvered as it surfaced in Cconakry
after the crisis wound down, after the Saratoga was in the
Mediterranean. The crisis was very well managed in <he
sense that 1large assets were brought in, especially the i
airlift, 4in relatively short order, and adaptatiomns were
made when the landiag rights problem arose. The crisis, and
the Scviet assets, and the Soviet interest, were ccntrclled -
from Mcscow with skill apnd restraint. o
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4. 7The sSipo-Vietpamese War

This conflict, between two communist states, is ~
raised acain to reinforce a pcint made earlier. Scviet .
commitments to Vietnam had long been ideological, material,
and smilitary. The szilitary ccamitment, though, was against
the United Sstates, and it operated within set boundaries. s
When the adversary became the FRC, there was little inclina- U
tion to go lteyond the level of response previously exercised T
against the U.S. The emphasis vas on "escalation dosinance"
to use Alexander Gecrgs'’s ters.23 With the Pacific Fleet a
far wmore credible threat to the PRC than it was to the
United States, in fact a clearly superior force, the
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SOVlzzvaégitiﬁe i%va%gieAZJ inc S§§3°§he aflgégédiﬁ%fﬁiagf
tion of tie Saratoga group.

23Ge orge describeg the needs of the suge gowers (sgecif-
1; S. eS.S.Re ou nce
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hand in a series c¢f forseeable escalations
ict to feel secure. See [Ref. 18].
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cpportunity existed tc exercise cortrolled restraint. The
- Soviets cculd threaten a relatively significan+t level of

. force against the ERC with several higher conventional L
! levels tc climb to if necessary. This is U.S.-style naval 'a
N diplcmacy, and it requires good command and control in crder ;}
E to wcrk. AGIs were used for intelligence collection and N
. command and control ships were prepared to direct any mili- ;;;
P tary action that might be deemed necessary: to defend the !

convoys of supplies or the Vietnamese ports <*hemselves.

Reqular Eear-D recornaissance also helped the Soviets keep

the =situvation porgcrtional and predictable and under ..
contrcl. ‘

5. 1Ibe Indo-Pakistani War of 1971, A Non-Case

A case that stands out among the others for the

r unusual operational characteristics of <the Soviet defplcy- L_
i ments is tke response to the 1Indo-Pakistani war of 1971.

N Because it is wunique in several ways, I have separated i:

. from tbe chronological order of the other case studies so ——

that the qualities tlat distinguish it are more easily seen.

The war began as a conflict between Bengali naticn-
alists and the Pakistani government. In March of that year :
the Pakistani government cracked down and massive numbers of -
refugees began to enter India. India supported the Bengali
guerillas that were fighting the Pakistani government and on
3 Decemker, Pakistani aircraft boabed targets in India as a
retaliatcry gesture. Indian troops then advanced and tcok
Lacca on 16 Decenmber.

At the time c¢f the Pakistani airstrike, the British
Navy had a two-carrier force in the Indian ocean (the attack
carrier Eagle and the commandc carrier Albion, plus about
nine other coabatant ships). Soviet and American force
levels were normal, and roughly egqual. The Soviets had a
deisel attack submarina, a destroysr, an Alligator tank
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landing ship, and a wminesweeper. The U.S. force was the
standard Persian Gulf forc2 of two gun-destroyers and a
command ship.2¢

About three days after the Pakistani strike, a
Soviet ACW group including a Kynda, a Juliett missile sub,
and a Fcxtrot submarine were dispatched from Vladivostock.
At the tinme, only the British carriers were in the Indian
Ocean to <shoot at, and so McConnell and Calhoun conclude
that the group was directed at then. A few days later, on
10 Decenmker, the U.S. carrier Enterprise left Yarkee station
in the Gulf of Tonkin to form up TF-74 and steam to the Bay
cf Bengal, actually preceding the Soviet ACW group through
‘the Malacca Strait. On the 12th or 13<h, a second full-
fledged ACW group steamed from the Pacific Fleet area, =:his
time consisting of a Kresta I missile cruiser, an Echo-II
missile sub, and a Kashin destroyer. McConnell concludes
that this group was sent in response to TF-74.

If indeed these deployments were correlated to
events, in each case the respcnse of forming an operational
ACW grocup tcok only akout three days, and together the Kynda
and Kresta-I comprised two-thirds of all the  missile
cruisers in the Pacific fleet. In all, a spectacular
achievenment, especially considering that the ACW group
concept had been pioneered only the year before, in ancther
fleet.

As an alternate explanation that seems to be more in
line with cperational reality, it will be suggested here
that the Indo-Soviet relationship was close enough2$ to

24The description of the_facts of this conflict is takern
a; £ S vaiue fgg UcCOnnegl and Calhoun in R %. 9: .
178-192. ]« See als¢c an earlier version in (Ref. 19: -
aaz-assg The apnalysis offered here differs considerably
froa th irs, as will fe apparent.

2'3, friendship traatx was sigred during the Summer
precee 1ng thi var ang g st befofe the war_an Indg-Scviet
sacgegﬁul ifying the Chinése threat™ was completed [Ref. 19:
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permit the Soviets tc be infcrmed of Indian plans for war,
vhich were made well in advarcs. If one assumes that the
Soviets intended to form ACWN groups and deploy them pre-

emptively as a shcw of support for 1India against <the '
impending and mutually feared Sino-American axis, then why

did TF-74 get there first? Because Pakistan surp:rised

everycne by initiating hostilities even while hopelessly ]
outgunned ard outmarned. Once the air strikes had taker: -
place, the war was underwvay and the Soviets had to send 3
their ACW groups along a bit sooner than expscted, but not _ :
as sccn as a deployed and combat-ready TP-74 could steanm o]
into the Indian Ocean. Why two ACW groups? Because the T
British were already there, and Epterprise was the logical ,',
U.S. resgcnse. So the Soviets extended their commitments in ‘VE
the lcgical order, made plans for a proportional military .
backup t¢ a crisis they knew would occur, and expected a "o

very cost-effective demonstration of Soviet naval power and L
comnitment for an important newv ally. The only factor they {f}
did not have advance knowledge cf or control over was the ——d

seemingly irrational Pakistani air strike against 1India. '1f

And sc, despite the best-laid plans, the attempt at a pre- »_}

eaptive ACW deployment failed, althouga the rest of thg ffi

scenario vent off as it might have bean expected to, with - 4
, Soviet~-American naval interaction coantinuing for about two :ﬁ?
ﬁ' wveeks. It did not begin, of course, until five days after "'2
i’ the Pakistari surrender. ﬁ
; There is no direct evidenca to support the collusion 4
T thesis presented here; it is based entiraly upon the unlike- ?if
EE lihood of such rapid Soviet naval response and <the incen- ’;&3
?3 tives for both the Soviet Union and India to share such ?}3
i rather expectable plans (ie. the plans for Indian aggression ;JE
> against Fakistan). ]
Fi gy
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VI. INTENTIONS, CAPABILITIES, AND INTERVENTIONS

The conclusicn that has arisen from the data sc far is N
that there are indeed patterns to be found in Soviet inter- ;fu
venticnary tkehavior. At the purely operational level, it ;:j
was seen that the Scviets were invariably preceeded by the
U.S. Navy into areas of nmutual interest. This, as the f ;&
Indo-Fakistan war suggests, is not because the Soviets have i
. a policy of reaction that is rigidly enforced. Rathar, a L

scarcity cf anti-carrier warfare assets makes it victually ; ';
: impossitle to be sure of an appropriate level of respcnse,
¢ and escalation dominance, unless a considerable pericd of

pre-knowledge of the crisis is available to generate ACW -l
formatices. Given a commitment, <though, the Soviets seen f j‘
willing to risk considerable danger of attack in order to ﬁ €
consistantly support their own freedom to materially rein- _'-i
force and trade freely with their allies. That is, they et

vill enter relatively unpredictable situations with a high
possikility of attack from Israel or the PRC to guarantee
resupply of their clients. There seams also to be a reluc- 7
tance to try out new tactics in a situation that carries -
high risk or cannot be pre-planmned to its conclusion. When w7
pre-rplanning is done, there seems to be little reluctance to
commit a very high prcportion of the available ACW assets to
a conflict, as long as the U.S. carriers are also likely to
appear. Finally, operations indicate that the Soviets use
overseas facilities very aggressively in order to extend the Sl
range of their combat ships and especially to operate ccearn §§5
surveillance aircraft when a crisis can be forseen or R
contrclled from the leginning. :

The cperational data, then, suggest more than anything
else that the Soviet navy is likely to project itself with
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an intensity that is in direct proportion to the degres that
rational pre-planning can be expected to accurately predict
events, There are few signs of initiative, and whan new
tactics appear they seem to have been pre-pianned and
applied to the first appropriate incident to arise. The
most inncvative tactics have, interestiagly, appeared in the
Facific Fleet, which might be. showing evidence of enjcying
it's reacteness from the General Staff.2e

Ultimately, a set of principles was derived that seenms
to exfpress the cost-Lenefit calculations at any poirt in the
escalaticn of a crisis. Although the seven principles
cffered have some of the same mushiness that prompted ocur
final criticisms of McConnell, each does have explicit
significance for Soviet decisions about use of their fcrces
in a crisis. For example, the order in which cormitments
should be made is easy to follow, and most of the intserpre-
tive fine fpoints about where “economic" military aid ends
and direct “military" aid begins seem to have been wocrked
cut over time. This is enough to make the choice c¢f an
nappropriate" response +to a crisis fairly automatic, and
"consistency" an appeal to intellectual conservatisam, which
vould be well-received in the Soviet Union. “proportional"
backing for commitments becomes relatively straightforward
wvhen the actual decisicn point is a consideration of whether
to send ACW forces or amphibious forces, for example, and is
driven Lty an identificaticn of who represents the real
adversary. The final four principles for decision making in
a crisis are very simple rules of management that might
arise frcm any "scientific" study of game <theory or opera-
tions analysis.

he e les ntended her znclu e neer ng and
subna: ne 3 na e ACW tactics gt éo-Pakistan

ep oyment. hese all took place from
ovevc:. sc the nev managerent since might be sufferin the
g groving comnmand and control systea's
respon ivene
71
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Tc the extent that the limitations under which +he
Soviets feel that they operate are kanown, then, we can
expect tc ke able to make fairly accurate projections of the

cperaticpnal decisions they are likely to make in a paval

pover or influence rrojection scenario that arises beyond
Soviet hcme waters. This also creates a baseline, depar-
tures from wvhich deserve special attention from U.S.
Flanners.

The critical variables to be considered in making these
projecticns ultimately revolve around the capability of the
Soviet Union to act. This capability is defined by ideolo-
gical, econcmic, and military constraints, of course, but
two ippcrtant points must be nmade bafore <this analysis
froceeds:

1. Capabilities drive intentions, and
2. Military capaktilities best define the 1limits of
intervention.

There is a schocl of <thought which holds that foreign
policy intentions precede the development of the capabili-
ties to carry them out. Certainly there could be no mcre
rational vay of carrying out <the internatioral functions of
government, and there is nc argument in this analysis with
the notion that the Soviet government represents an
expressly rational Tfhilosophy. But in the real world of
military capabilities and intentions to carry out policy,
there is little doubt that only the most general intenticas
can ke served by veapcns systems which take something on the
order of a decade tc develop and produce in significant
numbers. And the history of third world interventicms
develcred so far indicates that when military regquirements
arise far from honme, there is 1little warning and the
specific military tools best suited to the problem can vary
videly. The suggesticn that military assets are wedded to
the dintentions that prompted their original design seems
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unrealistic. More to the point, though, this analysis
rejects the suggesticn that policy makers are limited in
their use of wveapons to the tasks for which they were origi-
nally designed. That is, there is no intsntion here to
argue that the ships and naval infantry forces discussed in RS
the next chapters are specifically tasked with carrying out ﬁ.f
interventions in "local wvars," or overseas interventions, or
even that they were designed with sither as a secondary
function. Although most large naval ships are designed with
some flexibility of function, and I tend to believe that the
missicn was indeed considered in the new desigrs, the point

- Ay

is irrelevant to this analysis. It will only be contended R
here that should the intention to so use such forces for e'f
local interventicn arise in the future, even if for the ['j
first time, it 1is assured that the standing capability to o

act at that time will determine the likelihood and scope of mo
any intervention that is proposed or carried out. If the L
usefulness of Soviet naval assets for intervention can be
defined, then we bave a paramater setting the outside
"limits of interventicn." Whatever intention develops, even
if ncne exists today, is constrained by the military
sateriel limits at the time intervention decisions are made. :
The reverse is not true. o
One of the better arguments for the view that naval
shipbuilding prograss (i.e. capabilities) predict naval
sissicns (or intenticns) is presented by Keith A. Dunn:

AR
at’a 2

i

IR L& PR R AR A

"If the USSR _intended to alter its current naval posture
so as tc bandle these g ay area’ nzss‘ons (the abilit
to o cse naval 1nterven on. participate in a prolonga
}heg b4 ccgfl ct, n an extended fwvar at sea,!' or
t an all-out con entional var) and to move away_ froa
- a se denial role tcvag sea control m ssign. analysts
R 20 cbserve nev trends in the rates of sh construc-
" t oa Since navies are expensixe and requlre long
. lead-tinme construct ons one wou expect to see sone
- gg oseghag esn e st:egn 8f 50v1e= nava%o' t g
- nov ar €
“ es gneig ang uilaegs stf 1l ¢t 3pg concentrate the E
. fcits in tvo trad onal 'non-force projection!® areas,
% ge gs nuclsgq suksarines and antisubmarine warfare.
-
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Earlier in the same voclume, though, Donald Daniel's arzicla
on the Scviet navy describes precisely the building prograams
that in this analysis represent a move to non-traditiocral
"force projection" capabilities for the 1980s and beyond. 27

Capatilities, of course, are more2 than just a measure of
veapcns. The ideological and economic components of the
decisicn to act have been developed here and found +to be
important elements. But they are alsc the more volitile
variaktles in the equation. 1Ideological standards can change
dramatically in the Soviet Union, in an address by the
General Secretary or by a succession in leadership as exam-
ples. However predictable general aconomic trends in the
managed Soviet econcmy may be (and this is open to arqu-
ment), the decisions of the Politboro as to how they will
actually allocated and where an interventiorn might rank in
Soviet funding priorities are unpredictable. Shiptuilding
Frograss, though, Ffroject several years ahead cf their
detecticn a general idea of what the Soviet oceanic forces
will consist of. Programs can be cancelled or cut back, and
merchant ships <can ke purchased from other countries (as
they often are by the Soviets), but a good sense of the
lineup cf ships is available for analysis.

The next two charters will atteapt to develop opera-
tional definiticns of the actual capabilities of Scviet
paval interventicnary forces. Assumianag that at some point
during the 1980s the ideological, econoaic, and military
factcrs describing a third world situation lead to a deci-
sion to intervene, the maximsum level of interventicnary
capability should be available froma careful cperational
definiticns of <the Scviet forces available for the task.

27 Ref. 20: « 136-137 ). Among the new progra Daniel
sentions are thgpfo rth "Kiev" clgss, the geug lggge gro
carrier, the K

rov," "Black-con," "Udalo a
"Sovrelennlg" classes, which are Gesceibed in gota{i ard ia
context Lkelclw.
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First there will be an objective description of the physical‘

ailitary assets available for use in a local var. In the
course of this discussion the overriding requirements for
homeland defense will be ccnsidered to develop a sense of
the ability of the Scviets to commit forces credibly through
the levels cf escalaticn that might be required by +he anal-
ysis sc far. Chapter eight will be concerned with an aggre-
gation of tke objective ships and aircraft and vehicles and
sen into a set of measurements of Soviet capabilities to
carry out actual interventions at three logical 1levals of
force enmrloyment.
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i VII. OPERATIONAL DEEINITIONS--THE ASSEIS

2 The naval assets necessary to the Soviet Union fcr power

g projecticn to "local wvars"® as defined above fall irto fcur )

. main categories: af;
1. The surface ccambatants. . o

2. Tte amphibious ships.

3 3. Naval auxiliaries and merchant ships, and

. 4. Scviet Naval Infantry troops and equipment.

A. THE SURFACE COMBATANTS

‘ The surface ship building programs in the Soviet Union
; have been subject to a tremendous volume of analysis cn [ )
S variocus levels, but cur intention here is rather modest.28
Re will examine a snapshot of the Soviet Navy as it exists
in the Fall of 1983 «ith an eye to what these ships hava to
cffer to the Eskadra coammander tasked with supporting an
intervention far from hone. That is, traditional measures o
such as displacement tonnage are not as important as the 1?5}
type and amcunt of ordnance that can be applied, in a timely R
way, tc the target ttat has been defined. Endurance, for
which displacement is a pretty good indirect measure, is
considered important, but at a certain point it is the
suppcrt forces that define the limitations in this area as
well as =0 many others, so when any measure of exgendables,
including ammunition, is attempted it is imperative that <he
supply lines be <considered. We will begin with narrative
descripticns of some c¢f the 1larger ships, concentrating on

28) co rehensiv 1 So
veapons ke el grcs el i TR TN T SR P3985%appanss
n NccGuire's art1 le "The Structure of th SOVlet Navy“ in
[Ref. 19: pp. 151=162].
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the specific capabilities <that seem most applicable +tc the
requirements for distant interventions. '

The "Kiev"® class VTOL carrier is the 1largest combataat
ship ever Etuilt in the Soviet Union, at about 43,000 *ons.
At the time of her arpearance in 1976 there was a flurry of
public speculation akcut. the likely missions for which she
might have been designed. As a unique departure for the
Soviets intc fixed-wing avaition at sea,29 consideration was
given tc the obvious possibility that she was designed to
carry out the same missions that western carriers do. But
the ship is dramatically different from the 1large carriers
in the U.S. fleet, in that it has such 1limited aviation
capability and such traditional Soviet cruiser armament as
the lcng-range SS-N-12 anti-ship cruise nmissile and two
complementary surface-to-air missile systems, the rmedium

range SA-N-3 and the short-range SA-N-4. It is also armed

with anti-submarine rcckets, torpedoes, 76 guns, and a
series of anti-missile gatling guns. None of these things,
with the exception of a similar gatling gun system that has
been recently added, are found on U.S. aircraft carriers.
Their functions are carried out by the combined firepower of
the esbtarked airwing and the other ships in the battlegroup.
The Scviets, then, essentially put a small battlagroup worth
of capability aboard each of these ships, either because %he
airwing was going tc consist of a dozen rather unsophisti-

. cated airplanes, or because the battlegroup was not going to

exist in the sense that it does in western fleets, or btotk.
But this assumes that thea Soviet intention was to use the
ships for the same purposes that a battlegroup is designed,
and the sore sophisticated analysts realized that there was
no reascn tc believe that this was so.

(a5 Opposed t8 Eotarsouinge torthelfcoptary it fiilafr e il
- ; Tt r
£y ¢DePRTev shipac ¥ 9 “copter)

17




e T E e I e e — " T T

A currently popular choice for ths mission of the Kiev
ships (there are three hulls currently active, with <the
fourth fitting out) is the protection of Soviet ballistic
gissile firing submarines in wartime.39 The missile armament y

|
:
|
4

- ' seens appropriate to the task, certainly, as a significant
part c¢f the threat to the SSBNs resides in the 1land and

. sea-based anti-submarine aircraft and the ASW capabilities
I of the carrier and Lker escort ships. Defeating American : .
i submarines, which are perhaps the gr2atest single threat to -
q the Scviet subs, involves using the on-board torpedo and
i depth-bomb weapons, probably as a last ditch self-defense
Y

measure, and the cocrdinated ASW capabilities of a surface F_A'
task group and a larce number of attack submarines. Large '
anti-suksarine ships were being built at this time, as we ‘.
will see below, as were the needed attack submarines. To ;;Q

sake this plan work, Kiev had to have a very sophisticated F;*
compand-a d-control system, and one was installegd. So the :
SSBN prctection mission seems well considered, but ©1not :
related to the problem of intervention. ;;;
Nevertheless the capabilities built in, for whatever ﬁ?f
reason, are applicable to the intervention mission if the ‘"25
cverriding requirement for SSBN security can be met in scame i
cther wvay, or if <the threat is considered low enough to ;fQ

pernit tbe ships to ke otherwise engaged. Specifically, the ]
veapcns designed to ke used against an American threat to -
the submarine bastions are equally effective against U.S. ]
ships and submarines headed for the site of a planned Soviet S
intervention. looking ashore, the cruise missiles and even T
the SAMs cculd provide spectacular and iatimidating (if
innacurate and expensive) bcembardment weapons in their
secondary modes of operation. The 76mm guns (about 3-inch)
bave fairly short range and little penetrating power against

1
A
12 1;35ee Jdchn G. Habbits' first chapter in (Ref. 21: pp. 2113
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a fortified coastline, but with explosive shells and grox-
imity or Vvr fuzing, could be very effective against
perscnnel and light defenses.

The Forger is so inadegquate a design that no one seems
to comsider it odd fcr the only fixed-wing aircraft or the
only fixed-wing "ASW® carrier to have no particulilar capabil-
ities against submazines. This may be because it has no
discernatle strengths either.

Fcrger suffers scme dreadful design deficiencies rela-
tive even to the British Harrier, which also emerged from
early 1960s technolcgy. The primary difference is the
Sovigt failure, even +to this day, to build a high-bypass
turbofan engine. Tte Harrier flies with a single Pegasus
engine of this type while the Forger uses three smaller,
less efficient engines, two of which are vertically
installed lift-only engines that must be turnad off in hori-
zontal flight. The inefficiency of hauling tvo unused Jjet
engines around is obvious and it results in severe restric-
tions on range and paylcad. An obvious mission given these
restrictions is as a fighter in the immediate vicinity of
the ship, and the aircraft does indeed carry infrared guided
air-tc-air amissiles3t (there is no fire control radar
aboard, so radar guided missiles cannot be used). This
extends the air dafense range of the ship beyond the SA-N-3
range, kLut not as such as cne might hope, and the Fcrger
cannot fight an air-to-air battle with a true tactical
fighter in any case. The reason for this is that the
British Harrier, which wvas quite succaessful in tactical
engagements against the Argentines, uses the vectorable
engine 1nozzles 4in flight tc achieve maneuvers that no
conventional aircraft can match. The Forger design almost

31} otograph of a Porger carrying what appears to b
gg)ll-a E ssggo Ender the pagt ving gppgars in [Bgf. 22: p?
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certainly dces not permit the ©pilot to control his :hrust
directicn relative to the airframe for tactical purposes.

Of wvhat use, then, is an airplane that can daliver only’

two veapcns of any size over a short distance? If thcse two
weapcns are anti-radiation missiles, and the anti-air threzat
is from surface-to-air missiles near the beach <zrather than
from tactical fighters, then a limited capability to carry
out what the U.S. Navy calls the IRON HAND mission, or SAM
syppression, exists. And a Forger with air-to-air missiles
is perfectly capable of shooting down large, unmaneuverable
aircraft such as trapsports and 1larger bombers. The capa-
bility tc intimidate all but tactical military air traffic
is not inconsiderable.

Among the large combatant ships <that were built at
roughly the same time as Kiev are the "Kara" and "Kresta II"
class AS¥# cruisers. These ships are nearly identical in
weapons and electronics, the primary difference being in
their prcpulsion systems; the Kresta II has a conventional
steam fplent, indeed a recycled hull design, while the Kara
was a new hull with gas-turbine power.32 Kara was, until the
Am@rican Spruance ships appeared, in a class by herself as
the largest gas turbkine ship in the world. The weapons
aboard these ships include the SS-N-14 anti-submarine
sissile, torpedoes, SA~-N-3 SAMS, and either S7mm (on Kresta
IIs) or 76am guns. The Kara also has the SA-N-4 point
defense missile. Tte value cf these ships to the task o%
protecting the SSBN Lastions in concert with the Kiev has
already kean discussed. It is intaresting to compare, as we

33!hif an interesting exane Qf one impogtant

element n the conservat sm “of iet design_ practices.
though ihey had groveg the value of gas-turbzne Rower in

large “sh neer ng the concept™ with

clase des royers at ime it was decidad to build

cruisers with the' Ka:a/xresta II veapons suite, <the notion

was sufficientl adical an the aission sufficzentlg
important, ¢o r% re that groven hull and gower glan
ccastructidén at the ame time as n Kara

conffgurat Ch.
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do in Tatle VvV, the ccnsiderable overlap in the capabilities
cf these ships when ccmpared to the Kiev. When tLe ccmmon
weapons systems are subtracted out, we see the true value of
the Kiev in a Kiev/Kara/Kresta II bactle group, and what
would be required to replace her in that function. Clearly,
the commcn systems are mostly self-protection systems, which
makes sense in a dispersed wartime formation when mutual air
defense is most difficult. The interesting result of ‘the
subtraction is tc note that the contribution of the Kiev to
the T[protection of the SSEN bastions 1lies in the Fcrger
(vhich can perform sanned reconaissance and perhaps shcot
E-3 Orion anti-submarine aircraft flying out of Iceland), in
the SS-N-12 anti-ship wmissile, and perhaps in +the command
and ccntrol suite. For those who insist that the Kiev is
essential tc this mission of bastion protectiorn,

ve will offer below a list of new ships that seem entirely
capable c¢f carrying cut these same aissions.

TABLRE V

Kiev In a Cruiser Task Porce
Eiey Kaza Kzesta II Kiev unique
SA-N-3 SA-N-3 SA-N-3 No
SA-N-4 SAd-N-4 No No
76an 76mm 57an No
Gat Gat Gat No
Helos Helo Helo No
Scnarx Scnar Sonar NO
ASWN Rocket SS=-N-14 SS-N-14 Kiev lacks
S$S=-N-1 No No Yas
Fecrger N¢ No Yes
CadéCtl Prcbably Less Maybe
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Eefore we proceed, though, a few moments should Le spent
on the two "Moskva" class heliccpter cruisers, wkich
appeared in 1968 and 1969. They wera axtremely innovative
designs that anticipated most of the new aspects of the
Kiev, but tley have keen judged as failurss by many and have
certainly nct seen a great deal of open ocean use by the
Soviets. Moskva and her sistership Leningrad were protably
designed to serve the anti-SSEN function in <the Norweigian
Sea and Eastern Mediterranean but became obsoclete in that
role when longer-range U.S. SLBMs peraitted more remcte
American sukmarine degloyments [Ref. 23: p. 130]. Moskva
was tike first ship tc carry the SA-N~3 SAM, and it alsc has
5S7am guns and ASW weagons. Her air arm is all helicopters.
The cbvicus differences from Kiev, then, are an inferior
self-defense capability, the 1lack of the Forger, and the
absence cf the long-range anti-ship missile. There may also
be a seaworthiness rroblem that would have contribtuted to
the akandcnment of the design [Ref. 24: p. 510].

At the same time that the anti-submarine ccmbatant
designs were getting all tﬁe new construction money, a
smaller but still considerable force of anti-shipping
cruisers existed, bhaving been built in the 1960s. The
"Kynda" and "Kresta 1I" classes vwere designed around the
SS-N-3 lcng-range cruise missile, and four were built of
each class. Kynda carries eight ready cruise missiles and
eight relcads, which is a tremendous amount of firepower due
to the large size of the  missiles. She has only cne
launcher for the short-range, obsolete, SA-N-1 SAM. Kresta
I mounts four SS-N-3 cruise missiles and two SA-N-1
launclkers. This pair of designs thus illust-ates an element
in the sSoviet theory of self-defanse at sea that applies
across the board: the best defense is a good offense. That
is, an inferior SAM system can be to a degrse compensated
for if tkere 4is a 250 nautical mile circle around the ship
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within wvwhich a hostile unit (carrier or <cruise missile
shooter) is in mortal danger. If <the hostile - aircraf+
carrier is to stay outside this ring, threatening carrier-
korne tactical kombeérs are guaranteed to be at cr near
 saximum range, where their time on station is severely
restricted. In such a situvation, more aircraft are nesded
to achieve continuous coverage, and for practical purgcses,
with more than one lissile'ship, a limit 4is soon reached.
Beside this so-called "force multipliar"® effect is the
simple reality that in order to maintaia surveillance and
conserve fuel at the ragged edge of a jet aircraft's range,
it must f£ly high and slow, thus making it a much simpler
fire ccntrol problem for the SAM, and a target that can be
hit by a less sophisticated system. So a relatively smaller P
number of these ships was needed as compared to the ASW ]
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ships, and less sophisticated air defense weaponry was F;~1

required. i
E In tke late 1970s and early 1980s, a whole new genera- DO
i tion of ships that fits into this large destroyer and t;A
- cruiser size category has begun to emerge from the Soviet ff
’: shipyards. They are, to a more striking degree than ever, iﬁ
, divieible into anti-submarire oriented ships and cruise :Afg
i missile strike ships. ©Each is 2oquipped with a new tech- —

nology surface to air missile suite and, interestingly, with
nev gun systems that feature relatively liarge bore weapons
with a high rate of fire. N

The most spectacular of the nev units is the 1large R
nuclear-fovwered strike cruiser Kirov, wvhich displaces about

a o JUEY. . e

28,000 tons full 1lcad. She 1is the largest non-carrier ;i;ﬁ

; combatant built by any navy since the second World War. The :fj:
i} second of the series is now fitting out. In addition to a Li’
—

conplete command and control suite, Kirov is fitted with the '
most advanced missile systems and a sophisticated ASW capa- ifﬁu
kility. Her air defense centers around the 1long-range -

!
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SA-N-6 SAMN, to vhich the closest American analog is the
Patrict gissile. This may be the most sophisticated SAM a=
sea anywhere. For close-in air defense the short range
SA-N-4 and the multiple gatling guns ars installed. The
lcng range cruise missile is the new SS-N~19, whose range at
least matches the 250+ nautical miles of the Kiev's SsS-N-12, -
There are, presumably, other improvements as well in this L;;
systes, btut the most readily apparent boost in capability is
the ©presence of 20 zissiles, in well-shielded 1launching
positions, ready tc fire at any given moment. Kiev had
eight =msissiles ready to fire in vulnerable above-deck

ke
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launchers, and reloads that would have to be hoisted one at o
a time intc position using a cumbersome crane and elevator f[*
systes. Tke ASW arzament ©of the ship includes the SS-N-14 e
missile, which is the Soviet's front line anti-submarine —d
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weapcn, a variable-depth trailing sonar, and several ASW
heliccptérs of the new Helix type. This ship is, in every
measure that applies to <the submarine bastion support
missican, superior to the Kiev ships. The only “deficieacy"
is the atsence of Forger aircraft, which, in this role, have
cnly a 1limited air defense function that is more than
conpensated for by the SA-N-6. The real sacrifice is in
manned surveillance, vwhich might be better done with shore-
tased or even space-tased platforms in any case.

The modern ASW ylatform of the eighties appears to be
the new "Udaloy" class, which is in rapid series producticn.

‘4

2
»
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e L SRR

As previcusly menticned, a new SAM is aboard, although
. little is known about the "SA-N-8" for which only weapoms
E: silos and unoccupied radar positions have been identified.
i It is prcbably a point defense missile system ( Ref. 24: p.
; 518]. Lcng range air defense will be provided by the SA-N-6
ﬁ flatfcras in the battlegrour. Otherwise, Udaloy's armament
Zf is purely ASW oriented, including the SS-N-14 and a hangar
EZ capatle of accomodating twe Helix helicopters. The
.’-
84
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difference between two Helix helicopters and the siagle
Hormones fcund on Kara and Kresta II is the difference
tetveen a nearly continuous localization and targeting capa-
kility against submarines out to at lzsast the range of ths
SS-N-14, and a maintenence-limited quick reaction helicopter
that relies much @more on other sensors and platforams, and
luck, to find the enesy submarine in the firs%t place. 1It is
a dramatic improvement and there are already nearly as many
Udalcy units at sea and under construction as there were in
the entire Kara progranm.

The Kirov/Udaloy Lattlegroup, ¢than, w@ore than replaces
the Kiev/Kara/Kresta 1I formaticn on a ship-for-ship basis.
And there -will apparently be comparable numbers of these
ships excert for the Kirov, whose final numbar may ke fewer
than the four Kievs.

Two cther shipbuilding programs are of special interest,
then, because the ccntext we have daveloped indicates that
they are rerlacing, c¢r, more likaly considering the Soviet
reluctance to scrap ships, augmenting, the old "Kyada®" and
"Kresta I" classes o¢f cruise-missile strike ships. It is
here that the greatest gains, both in wmodernity and 4in
number, can be made. -

The larcer of the nev strike ships is referred to as the
Slava33 class or, in the U.S. Department of Defense putli-
cation JThe Sgviet Threat, as the "Krasina" class.
Cisplacing about 13,000 tons she is considerably larger than
the 9,600 <+ton Ticonderoga, which is the largest American
cruiser under construction. Slava carries the 1long range
SA-N-6 SAM and sixteen SS-N-12 cruise missiles in armored
launchers, ready to fire. There is also the pmultirle
close-in defensive weapons suite and a complete command and

33previously called BLK-COM-1 or ."Blagk S t
ship nusm e% W TS account ing sh6rt§agd ased by°%h§°32§€2§n
overs to ;efgr to a _Soviet shig that has not  yet emerged
rom the building yards or been given a class name.
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contrcl capability [ Bef. 25: p. 110]). Three of these ships
are in various stages of preparation for operations, and
because that seems tc be an anomalous number orn which to
conclude a tuilding program, there may be more built in the
future.

The cther very large building program tha* seems to have
Legun is the "Sovremenny" class guided missile destroyer.3+ |
Sovresenny is not lest understood within the 1limitaticas e
imposed ky the comparative arguments we have used here. as E?i
mentioned above, the 1960s strike <cruisers achieved a S

defactc air defense capability by the capacity tc 1lob an b g
SS-N-3 out to 250na. The most dramatic improvements in o
Soviet technology since these ships vere designed and buile, l;;
though, have been in the area of air defense systems, from i
the very clcse-in gatling guns to the very 1long range SAMs N
cf the 1980s. Sovremenny carries a nev wmedium range SN, {Qﬁ
the SA-N-7, which seems to have a good capability against :Zai
tactical targets, as well as further close-in defensive :ii
systems.3% Cruise missile armament, then, need not provide - e

*Thgugh calle stroye this_ship i lar than
elther % 3pCtindad; ciasse (kresta 1 or® Kynda) .  that gt

ggu i be .considered_ to be rep acin The crqzser/destroz
st nctzon has outl ved lts usefulness d is avoided h
as much as possi

ghe grgit hidden zggrovenent rovzded 31 this new SAM
as uel heir t han 1 capacit
ntil the appearance c g a sed -array 1re contro adars £51T
siles (marked by the advent A~N-6 _for the
SOViets) the nunbe: gf targets per sau was equal  t¢ the
i T radars to gu the uzsszles Another traditiona
tat on was the the milssile rail that mounte
ired the actual ueapon. Kirov's design, as well as
. Slava's, puts the missiles in vertical =ilos and, of course,
. uses hased-a:ragstechnologg to ermit sevegal Simultapeous
- targe engageaen per rad Sovremenny an he SA-N-7 use
h-s cée sing arn launcher that 4is similar to the cne
3 used he new Amer can "Perr " class frigates, To achieve
. lultii e-target han capability _they simply installed
six w arate re control fadars around the er-
structure¢ of bi is is a classjic Sov et-stx }
on tc th pro en, ecause they achiave _relati el h
RAProvene t perfcznance with a” relatiyvely low evel of
techpclogical risk. It also occurs simultaneously with a
gis%; T, hreakthrough technoclogy as represente by the
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the very lcng range tuffer zcone, especially if <there is a
Kirov ¢r Slava around serving this function anyvay.
Until tke advent cf the apnti-ship Tomahawk there was no

western cruise missile with the very long range required to
accrue the air defense gains <that the Soviets @enjoyed.
Western naval air defense, provided by fighter aircraft and
superior SAls, did not require it. But western cruise
missiles vere being tuilt, with other capabilities that the
Soviet sissiles could not matca. These aissiles were
smaller, faster, and they flew in lower to the ocean=--all o
gqualities that improved their likelihood of penetrating even .
the sophisticated Scviet apti-missile defense systeas.
Further, western ships, especially American combatants,
tegan arzing theamselves to defeat the large Soviet missiles o
with pre-emptive systems and close-in gatling guns c¢f their -
cwn. e

The Scvremenny bas installed aboard her a new cruise
missile, the SS-N-22, that is probably much more like the
superscnic sea-skimming missiles that the Prench have been
turning out for years [Ref. 23: p. 367]. She also carries
two Bsounts for a new rapid fire 130am gun that is the
largest gup installed aboard a Soviet ship since the S
WWIX-tecbnology Kotlir gun c¢f the 1950s. -

Scvremenny, then, seems to represent a departure from
the pattern of ship designs and capabilities that has devel-
cped over thirty years. The role of the 1960s strike
cruisers, ¢to give lcng range striking power (and the ccnse-
quent air defense advantages) to a formation centered on a
Sverdlov or a Moskva, became obsolete as the Kiev and Kirovw
% and ncw the “Slava"™ classes ccme on line with their cwn long
& range nissiles and isproved air defense. Given the capabil-
ities of tikese new ships a group commander would still
certainly choose a Sovremenny over a Kresta-I if simple
replaceaent vere the choice. But *his new ship, especially
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in the 1large numbers that seem to be under comstruction,
cffers the possibility of using the cruise missiles i: a
purely cffensive ccntext <that has never been rpossitle
before. 1In the early 1980s, as the four Kievs, at least two
Kirovs, and at least three Slavas become op2raticnal,
tattlegrcups built arcund any one or two of these ships, and
including the improved ASW destroyers such as the "Udaloy" b
class, the bastion defense mission will be so dramatically i

tetter served that it seems possible to imagine, in a rela-
tively calm strategic environment, that a surface force of

[Ep——

someé wmight could be assembled for a third-world support .

AN [ereraee siaa st

mission. Adequate ready forces near the bastion areas could
te maiptained in case of erergency, or to prevent an
p increased American threat from forcing the immediate call-
E kack cf the expediticrary fcrce. The capacity of the Scvie+
: Navy to support interventionary forces deployed out cf area
will not be 1limited Lty lack c¢f surface ships for a "ncn-
strategic" mission.

Two important elements in the equation have nct been -

.
P s e e
ST . -
ot e . e
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S s e I
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dod,

dealt with at all here. The nmost obvious and important is
the sukmarine questicn. The reason for omitting this force
from consideration here is that the force most 1likely to
deploy cut cf area fcr political intimidation purposes has
historically been suktmarines. Our purpose here is tc demon-
strate tbat Soviet raval fcrces are or will imminently be L
capable c¢f long out of area surface dzployments to suppcrt h
Soviet military goals. The case for submarines is taken to N
have been demonstrated historically, and to be still mcre
likely as the submarine force improves at least as dramati-
cally as the surface force.

S e

: The cther oamissicn is the abs2ance of speculation about

-, the nature and capabilities of the hotly anticipated new

¢ Soviet ccnventional take-off and landing aircraft carriser.

F . It is believed here that such a program is underway, but
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that the extreme complexity of the task of operating a ship
and airwing of the western type will preclude ary ofpsra-
tional capability for the first of these ships before the
late 1990s. We will therefore considar this a mat*er still L
to be =sreculated upcn, and 1likely with better sense, in
about ten years.

LTI
. [
DAY PO ORI,

A

A

B. TBE ANPHAIBIOUS SBIPS

«
A
l‘.ln‘tb_(

The Soviet force of amphibious ships has far less lift
capacity thar the force that could be mounted by the U.S. S

; Navy tc support and transport the Marine Corps. The Soviets B
. show little inclinaticn to threaten the U.S. with a massive ii?ﬂ
F buildup; nc major improvements seem to be on <the horizon i;
E since tle second "Ivan Rogov" class LPD appeared. So the R
long range intervention wmission, for which this force was
not designed and is not well equipped, suffers some liaita-
. tions in this area, though we will see that they are nct as ]
H great as one might imagine before transcending the purely ]
o ) mirror-imaged comparison vith U.S. forces.
i The Ivan Rogov LED (dock landing ship) 4is by far the
é largest amphibious ship in the Soviet inventory, at about
' 13,000 tons. When she appeared +he size and design repre~« :::
]

sented =such a dramatic leap in capability that it was
tempting tc speculate that the long-range intervention
mission in the American sense had become a priority for the
U.S.SeRe Only the slcv prcgress on the second unit and the
apparent conclusion of the program at that point has led =
sany experts to ultimately reject this notion, for she is a
very capable ship. The primary 1ift capability is for cne
Naval Infantry Battalion,36é which coansists of about 409
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dsN0ost inf Eicn relating directil to the gzr iculars
Sact 25'20223‘ from [ Bes! n%npoweiégegu and Bolnar wers’alSo
vorz alugh e sourc s, and here contiIi ts weze encountered,

mprcgise or consensus figure was given, leaning to the
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perscnnel with 34 <c¢f <tha ETR 60PA amphibious rperscnrel
carriers and other equipment.3? Rogov can beach herself like
any ccnventional tank landing ship, but with three <o five
Bormone transport helicopters aboard for vertical +ransport,
and two "Lebed"™ class air cushion vehicles for fas* seakorne
govenent, the option of staying offshore with such a
valuakle unit is very attractive. The Lebad is an 85 ton
craft capable of transporting one or two PT-76 light tanks
at over 50 knots, cver the top of most conventional beach S
obstacles and aines, and even up the beach itself to a i;;
grotected position before unloading. A T-54/55 tank is too o
heavy and cannot be accoamodated by the Lebed, so if Rogov :5;1
is to carry them the ship must beach and use its bcw docrs. ;'

Other important attributes of the Ivan Rogov "class" are ;;;
the sophisticated ccamand and control «capability that i
peraits her to direct the 1landing, a 122mm rocket launcher Eﬁi;
and a 76mm gun to prcvide f.re support, and self defense ?ﬁ%
against air attack that includes an SA-N-4 launcher and sets ;;3
¢f paired gatling guans. Her range is estimated at K
10-12,000nm at 12 knots, and Rogov has transferred fros the ’
Ealtic tc the Pacific fleets and back in recent years. oy

The other long range amphibious ship in the Scviet Lii
inventory is the Alligator, which has a range of 6,000nm at T
16 kncts (14,000 at 10 knots). There are 14 of these 4500 i
ton tank landing ships, each of which caan carry 1500-1700 e
tons of equipment, including a mix of up to 30 vehicles or S
300 men. Tleir eguirsent includes a 15 ton crane and one or f?j

(i e o o) " r}
PP A-.'... .

conservative side of capability estimates more often than

L -

h:ggine%t inc udes tank hatgg}%gnmedluhi ts

Aa sgI
equiggo t the petr c ton unm tan
ilal er ton PT-76 anp hibious tanks .
this hoavx o u ent not 20 boai gn Ivan ngov at PRI
once nl an ant:y ttalion wou d fit aboard intact, e
tut 1f oth er anph b ous s ps are around_ to supplement the

force as aman can be carried by Rogov, alcn _
clE5%aas andlebar?d equ pnent. Y gov, g -
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5 two five-tcn cranes, as well as a 57mm gur and <rocke+
. launchers. The DIA notes that 2ZSU 23-4 and SA-9 anti-
h aircraft weapons have been observed positioned on deck to
augment the ships organic air defenses.38 Alligatcrs regu-
larly operate in the uediterrebean, cff West Africa, and in
the Indian Ocean with SNI troops embarked.

Since 1975, sixteen Rofpucha LSTs have entered service.
They continue to enérée from Gdansk shipyard in Poland at a .
rate of about two per year. Each can carry about 1000 tons, 13 1
including about 225 tc 275 troops and some vehicles, though

not the 25 or so APCs this would account for. Thus, as -
Jage's pcints out [Bef. 24: p. 543), the high trccp-to- :f j
vehicle ratio complements the opposite condition found on ZQE;
the Alligatcr LSTs. Though the ranga figure published is ;l;

3500nm at 16 knots (or 6000nm at 12), with proper rerlenish- =0T
ment these 3400 ton ships shculd be able to accompany :
Alligators as necessary on worldwide deployments. Rt

Stepring down a rung, there is the 50 or so units of the ;:;
"polnccny" class, but at about 1000 tons, ard with a range R
of only 3300nm, they will not be considered likely candi- S
dates for cut of area deployment.

Ancther small ship, though, that deserves consideration l:;
is the "Aist" class air-cushion vehicle. It displaces 220 NERER
tons and can carry up to 70 tons, iancluding a medium tank ‘f;
and 220 trocps, or four PT-76 light tanks and 150 troogs. ?51
Top speed is about 65 knots .and two 30mm cannon are mounted ‘?
forvard. This craft cannot be carried by any naval aamphib- T
ious ship, but as we will see, could be useful if trans- fﬁﬁ
ported out of area by a merchant barge carrier. There are A
thirteen in the invertory. Another possible candidate for EQA

7
38These are ecti ile ared L

lissilg sxstens that esgoget ezyforn 2hs airguaegenseig tﬁiy NN
that s art of aevery uaval Infantry Regiment.

articular inczdent vas grev iously mentioned in section V. -~
e 3.4 the case study of the Angolan intervention of 1975-6. L
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E merchant delivery is the 27 ton Gus air-cushion craf«. A ' c:
2 Fure trocp carrier, it can transport about 25 iafantrymer
! and their equipment up to 230nm at cruising speed, or at up —_ﬁ
? to 58 kncts for shorter dashes. There are over 33 of these - ;
f craft spread through the Pacific, Baltic, and Black Sea ;ﬁﬁ

% Fleets.

- C. AUXILIARIES AND MERCHANT SHIPS L)

An often cited 1limitatior on the general capability of ;f?%

the Soviet military to operate out of area is the 1lack of il
basing facilities on foreign soil and the <relative paucity
cf naval auxiliaries to £ill in for this apparent gap.
Although Admiral Gorshkov evinces a somewhat wistful tone as o
he does it, he, alcng with the rest of the Soviet military -
and political elite, take active prids in the fact that they :
need no kases overseas:

ports perzodically appearing in the_Westerr press

"I
on the presence g cer ip "paval "bases belonging toO the NSRS
USSR on the territcries of countries friendly to us are Y
patently defamatory, K seeking to conceal and Jjustify the SO
efforts of the imperialist povers to extend thair mili- o
tarz tases nan{ areas the worid....a Leninist M
e-iovzng fore gn o no+ after such el
acquza ticps." [Ref. 5: -

What he is not suggesting, though, is that Soviet foreign
policy doces not require a strcng overseas presence cf Soviet
ships. On the contrary, long and distant deployments are
necessary, and the lcgistical problems inherant are solved,
he states in the same paragrapa, "wyith <the aid of
engineering-technical and design solutions"® <rather than
Lases. 1The facts are, of ccurse, that when naval facilities
can Le arranged in critical overseas areas such as Egypt or :
Vietnam, <they are, for as long as the host country can fﬁ;
tolerate the arrangement. It is also worth pointing out -
here that while overseas basing initiatives have been
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pursued more aggressively +than ever since the statement
above was published, the "enginearing-technical" scluticns
have nct fcllowed the predictable course of building a lazge
nuaber of dedicated naval auxiliaries and 1large amphikicus
ships.

Fart of the appearance cf low 1lift capacity derives from
the problem of mirrcr-imaging their military <tanker £leet
against cur own, when theirs is designed for different
ccnpittments and deployment fractices. Another is the

1
difficulty of apprcximating <*he wartime surge capacity ;:;
available in the merchant tankers and other auxiliaries tha< R
routinely, even in peacetime, are used to replenish naval ’ffj
combatant ships operating overseas.39 This latter area o
represents a significant part of the technical solution that ]
the Scviets are attexpting. B

The naval auxiliary fleet, like the amphibious fleet, fﬁi
features a spectacular artifact of the late 1970s that f
demonstrates a Soviet interest in overseas operations, but a i
lack c¢f fcllow-through in the construction phase. Here ve T
refer to the "Berezina®™ class AOR, which at 40,000 “ons full -
load is by far the largest ship in +he naval auxiliary

fleet. Amcng the reasons that she attracted atterntion was ;ﬁi

the installation of an SA-N-4, ¢two 57am guns, four gatling [

guns, and even two ASW rocket launchers and a hull mounted iij

sonar on this ship just as the rest of the auxiliary fleet 3

vas having its armament removed. This remains anomalous, N

- but the Berezina deserves attention simply on her merits as e
E: a rerlenishment ship. Approximately 16,000 tons of fuel oil ifiﬁ
;t and deisel, 500 tons of fresh water, and 2-3000 +ons of ﬂfﬁ
F provisions, munitions, and spare parts are carried. There DT
ﬁ are refueling stations on each side and astern, as well as Tf?
R

2 5
: s 3iTL0 UReERL, SqEAbILI ey of the Soviet serchant Barige -
. consigcrcd in sone detail in (Ref. 27]. e
3 93 S
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solid stcres transfer rigs port and starboard. Significant
for their ncvelty in the Soviet fleet are the heliccpter pad
and twc-Hermone hangar for vertical replenishment, anéd *he
apparent presence of excess berthing space <that cculd be
used Ly turnover «crews c¢r troops to be sent ashore. i
Vertical rerlenishment is more important than it might secem L;;
at first glance because it has traditionally been in the
area ¢f so0lid stores transfer that Soviet auxiliaries have
lagged tehind western techniques, and in the specific _
catagery of weapons transfer at saa, there is no refererce S
available <that describes the Soviet Navy actually doing
this. Vertical replenishment is probably the safest and
sost efficient way tc transfer weapoas, So the Berezina
provides two helicopters for this purpose where before the —_—

naval replenishment fleet had none. Ff
t_ The next largest auxiliary is the "Boris Chilikin" class
‘j AOR, cf which there are six subordinatad to the Navy. Thsse .
% are 24,000 ton ships with about 20% less payload than .
I .

Berezina across the bocard, and of course no helicopters or

extra kerthing. Otlker significant auxiliaries with inter-

§ continental range include the "Dubna,* "Olekma," "Kazbek," o
' "gda,"™ and "Altay" classes. Each is capable of underway -
replenishment of at least ligquids. The 62,000 ton Sofia is
a small supertanker that is used ia the Indian Ocean to
refuel other <tankers that then disperse to refuel comka-
tants. There are alsoc, of course, many auxiliaries used for
replenishment of prcvisions, refrigerated stores, dry
stores, etc.

Before we turn tc the merchant ships, there are several
ship types whose ipaginative use could contribute signifi-
cantly tc an out of area naval adventure. The +two "Ob"
class hospital ships that were built in Poland in the late
1970s and recently became cperationally available have
) cbvicus utility when the fighting actually begins. They are
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11,000 tcn vessels with seven operating rooms each ard as
many as 500 beds in their hospital facilities. Each also
has a hangar for the Hormone C that would be used *o traps-
port casualties or whatever cther cargo needed to te flcwn
from shif tc ship or ship to shore. Ob herself is kased in
the Pacific Fleet and Yenesey in the Baltic. Transict to the
scene of an amphibious operation would probably not see the
500 Lkeds empty, especially in an amphibious force orly
recently building enough berthing space for +the Naval
Infantry trcops needed to operate the egquipment that can be
carried.*9 Another interesting group of ships is the missile
range instrumentation ships used <to monitor missile ta2sts
and space flights. Each of the eight "Vytegrales," two
"Desna," and four "Sabir" class ships has a helicopter rad
and air search radars for early warning against air attack
if that role becomes wmore appropriate “han missile tracking.
Fishing fleet factory ships are not only an obvious socarce
cf canned tuna, but €ach also represants another transport
heliccpter and landing pad at sea.

As ncted earlier, any distinction between naval auxili-
aries and %“civilian®” merchantmen in the Soviet Union is
purely administrative, and if the British can mobilize
privately cwned ships as quickly as they did for the
Falklands caampaign, one is tempted to suspect that the
Soviets would bhave 1little difficulty redirecting their
assets in a similar way. With this in mind, and the amphib-
ious possitilities fcremost, the editors of Jape's include a
category called "Auxiliary Awmphibious Ships," which they
intrcduced in 1983 with the following note:

‘OJgig' also points o t that e Soviet Union has he
world®'s téest passenger fleet cf a out 500,000 tons,
fgg% ,2%1 ga d]upon, transport about u0,006 rLoops at once
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“The ragid expansicn of the Soviet general car o fleet
that tcek %af: n the late 1960s and earl 0s has S
been low recent years__by a_similar xpan51on in Vo
specia ist tonnage of types directly of value <¢o naval —
upport c¢r amphikious activities. The jintegrated o
connand structure ccntrolling all asrchant ship activi-
ties, which has naval staff  at each separate ccupany' :
off Ce and a ccre cf nava% fe:sonnel on each ship, has S
nanz years anahled indiv dual merchant ships, espe- IR
cza ankers, § rerovted f+on normal conuerczal BN
tra 1 tc act as leet sugport ShipSaes. { u, four N
large e carr ers wil e in_service vith a further
five stal er shi ’the new Valmet feeder ships and the S
three 'Stakhanpov te c ass{ being able to, operate as e
LPD§.... This 1s exactly he type of am hibious capa- .
bilit tgatowogld Ee essggilg olnnany af flut: gonfl g;.
. vou re r RO mO cati n e e
i gng enploye in g %fiitary role."” % 24: g §

The largest of the the four barge . carriers referred to
by Jape's are the Aleksey Kosydin and the similar sized but
nuclear powered unit under ccnstruction in the Black Sea.
Each displaces over 60,000 tcns and has a 500 ton gantry
crane fcr handling LASH type barges or most other carge
carrying platforas that can o¢perate out of the back of a
ship. Either of tbese units could tracsport and deploy
several of +he 220 tcn "Aist" class air cushion vehicles. .

There are also two "Yulius Fuchik" type barge carriers )
in the Scvie*t inventory which are about the same size as the
LASH carriers. They aight be even better suited to the air

w .

v T
o .

cushicn vehicle mothership role, as each has a barge ;Hﬁ
elevator on its stern which is capable of hoisting two 1300 if
ton SEEBEE*! barges at once. Admiral Gorshkov singles out _E
these American-desigpred ships for specific wmention in ,:E
Seapover, noting that each is "...capable of carrying a —

motorized rifle brigade....tha troops (of which) may be

& 4

PV Al WL

F N
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¢1SFEBEE. ba re 38X11 meters each n th

elevato at leasggSSng asters. Lebed ACVs, at 28% % eters

would nia g even tvo at once. Aist ACVs are 47 17

lete:s ug gests that there would be some overhang if

oz e laced i the e Qvator. similar to the overhang
rve hcn sact ca ICcr are lifted 0 eck-ed

e evators aboar U.S. aircra t “carriers. load d

Aist wculd not veigh even ten percent of h 1 ft Zagacity -
cf the elevator. Sodme of this data is found in [Re -
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landed on a poorly-equipped shore.®¢2 All these ships have
ranges of at least 12,000 amiles. The five smaller targe
carriers mentioned are capable of accommodating ®Lebed" or !
"Gus" class ACVs.

More traditional, if less spectacular methcds c¢f getting
ashore involve siaply driving an amphibious vehicle cut of a
ship directly into tle water and to the beach. (As we roted b
before, all the vehicles used by the Soviet Naval Infantry, :Qf;
with the exception cf the wmedium tanks, are amphibicus). ?;j
Feter Hertel Rasmussen points out [Ref. 20: p. 154] that v
civilian RO-RO ships have been observed disgorging amphib- me
ious vehicles during exercises ir the Baltic. Sipce 1975 s
the Scviets have added at least 40 RO-RO ships of various
; &izes to their irnventcry. Most nave been built ir foreign e

(usually Finnish or Fclish) yards, but Norman Polmar notes B

that cne class was designed apd built by the Soviets them- ,
selves with two 25,000 horsepover gas turbine engines that )

froduce a tcp speed cf around 25 knots: —

Lol i |

!

"Apfarently the 5cviet goveinnent felt the need for a
sma numker of faster container ships, and the Nikolaev
sguth Za:d built the 'Kapitan Smirnov' class of combina-
nta er- S ps. (-3 - .

t tain RORQ shi " Ref. 23: 415

cn ¢
The applicability of these attributes to the "rapid-
deployment force" aission speaks for itseif. The overall
capacity of the Soviet RORO/LASH fleet is very large, and
will ke summed in the context of amphibious assault in the
next chapter.

e2T¢

3795 gagzvo ;h §§§%ngf thsligcqg g%ﬁ%?; f°a§h0 booﬁ
un oadin ac it nost tvice as man ¢nes as

the capabilities of LASH-ty ships to

handle "lar o—size cargoes unsuz table for contalnerzza ica" —

at high efficiencies and without shore facilities. ‘
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.De THE SOVIET NAVAL INFPANTRY

The numter, size, and type of thea larger weapons ard
vehicles in a2 regiment of Soviet WNaval Infanzry is shown in
Table VI. It is assused that smaller items of gear and most
¢f the troops will ke transported in the vehicles <+hem-
selves, which is the standard practice.

TABLE VI
Soviet Naval Infantry Regisment

s Yebicle Ions $g. 8.
10 1-S4/55 Tank 36 20.46
34 PT-76 Tank 1 21.39
111 BTE-60 APC 10.2 20.16
18 BRDM Recon 1 13.68
6 EN-21_RktLnchr 13.3 20

4 Sa-9 san 7 13.68
3 K-61 Transprt 9.5 29.44

All these vebicles are aamphibious with the exception of
the T-54/55 tanks, and the K-61 vehicle cam carry either 60
troops cr five nmetric tons of cargo from a ship to the
bheach. Assuming 75% efficiency in vehicle loading we can
add 25% to the deck area taken for each vehicle and multiply
it by the total number of each type for the vehicle lcading
area in square meters for an SNI regiment. The figure one
arrives at is 4,817 square meters of deck space used for the
loading c¢f vehicles cnly. Tc be properly conservative ve
will round this figure up to 5,000 and double it tc arrive
at a guess as to the square »seters of deck space required
for the entire regiment including the equipment that is not
loaded onto the vehicles during the actual transit. Using a
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similar sethod we arrive at 5,000 metric tons for the weight
of the 10,000 square meters of cargo. The manpower of the
regiment is establisbed by DIA as 2,038 men.

Table VII gives the order of battla of each of the fleet
areas in terms of regiments and ocean~going amphibious ships
(Ref. 30].

TABLE VII
Soviet Naval Infantry by Fleet

BLACK SEA

F1EE1: NORTEERN BRALIIC PACIFIC
SNI: 1 rgont 1 rgant 1 rgant 2 rgants
Ivan Rogov 0 2 0 0
Alllgater’ 2 5 - 5
Rcpulha 3 4 7

Scme extra attention tc the Pacific Fleet SNI force is
also worthwhile. This has long been a different force froa
that present in the other fleets. The unclassified DIA
Defense Intelligence Report [Ref. 26: p. vii] invites a
raised eyerrow when it introduces the parts and their sum
this way:

'Today t ¢ SOviet ’2'%1 Infantrl nuabers about 12,000

gne naiai nfa I ﬁeg meats are stat oneé in
thc lo e ac leet areas, and at
least two reg sents wi he Paci ic Ocsan Fleet. Each
regiment is composed of about 2000 sen..."

It docesn't quite add up. Ard the unclassified naval order
of battle used for the figures above gives a total of 13,000
SNI troops in 1982, suggesting that some augmentation is
undervay in any case. The defector who calls himself Viktor

99

................................
.....................

EPRRT PO

1

o
R
1

LA
WP BN A

1
od




SO A N A a i i R T T e T e o T e ey ey

Suvorov cffers an interesting clue in his recent book Inside
e Scvist Ammy:

o P
T
PP W WY

“"The Soviet Navy has only one briqade of marire
1nfa£t: . This kelon s to the Pacific Fleet. It
gons of tvo tark an ve motor-rifle battalions and
g vith esp eci l heavy artil ery. This
brigade s sonet;nes stakenly taken Js c)” for two
independent regiments of sarine lnfantry.

«
K

R 3 |

« r oy e,
PR P T
PRI N
of L .

el v

A e Tl
.,

,
RO

If this is so, what impact does it have on our calculations?

pnaval infantry type (with mostly amphibious taaks) or the o
ground forces type, with medium tanks like the T-72. Since
- he calls the organization a brigade, and refers to mctor-
L rifle rattalions and heavy artillery, none of which ars

i Suvorcv does not specify whether the <tank battalions are

characteristic of "typical®" SNI organization and egquipment,
we vill assume that the Army units <that have <these names
Frovide the best model.

A typical Soviet Motorized Rifle Regiment has three
sotorized rifle battalions and one medium tank battalicn.*e
Tvo of tlkese regiments, obviously, make a force similar to
Suvorov's Pacific Brigade. Asong the Division level assets
that would te needed to make the brigade autonomous would be
artillery, air defense, and perhaps anti-tank and mortar
groups. Suvorov aentions the artillery, of course,
suggesting that it dis the 1larger 122ma self-propelled

gstin [ ithe sgviet narinésig ant iragrag %gra sgoiggfgg
In the next f g ars t 1 recezve new types o

glent which w it to ut ge units dinto
i nst distant targets. 5pec a conba equiraent is
eve o 0T Such op rations by the marine infantry."

he €
sent" s referri n s not specifjed
%n Ig nc fgrgg alphibiou Ef ate unéer cons ruét%on: S
c,I vcn ei e peans the lar e “civilian" shigs hat ue T
% der in the next sect or_even ing e
Groun fect HIG) aircratt that Xdliral Gorshkov has been

:efor:in to _for years and which ght indeed have SNI l§f
transgcr applicat ons that will be considered below. :};

11 hard dat (ihe, si £ t st
sent oé SO' E lgaa o5 eig %:kencggo%gg£3 %ggiass§gie3 DEA
reports: [BRe 5. an (Ref. 33). BN
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amphikiocus artillery rieces rather than just the mortars and
Tockets common to naval infantry forces. A battalicn would
consist cf eighteen cf these large weapons. The air dafense
tattery would consist of four ZsU-23-4 and four Sa-9, as it
does in a standard SNI regiment, or it might include the
fully sokile siA-~6 that the Soviet Aray has at the regimeatal
level. The amphibious, and lighter 2ZSU/SA-9 combination
vill Lte assumed, but when this is added to the 64 T-72 tanks
(at 41 tcns apiece), 165 BMPs (about 13.5 tons), 45 cr so
large trucks and other vehicles, and about 2500 men that are
called fcr Ly the tark and sotcrized rifle battalions, +hen
it becomes clear that the Pacific Brigade, if in fact
augaented tc this degree, weighs about 14,000 tons and uses
about 14,000 square meters of deck space.*s

L L X P 2 2 L X 1 2 X X 3

a
ions. ﬁ nuaber © tan he use BN or
ans carr ncroasos tg ens tg gf ; tyﬁ
ga e con ora over at raa ava
In ntr rog nent. T e correspon figures for tvo stan~
darg iaents in the Pacific Flee are 10,000 tons and
00 square neters.

f§ lothcd gs above s 33& in thesg calcu a-
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VIII. AGGREGATING IHE ASSEIS o

Sc far the narrative description of Soviet naval assets
for distant intervention has been only partially useful in e
deteraining what the actual capability is. Very much in the _—
tradition of writings on this topic, this has been a serial -
listing cf the order of battle in the appropriate categories f 1

with suqgestions of bcw the [farticular units might te used.
This is an intuitively understandable, even necéssary part
- of the process of understanding, but ultimately insufficient
i if the desire is to realistically project what the Soviets
’ sight ke able to do ir a given situation. In *he course of
; describing the newv Scviet combatant ships, some time vas
ji spent on defining the numbers of largs units that are teing
- tuilt, and for purposes of this analysis we will nct gc much
further thar to say that 4he absolute numbers of these ships

and certainly the overall capabilities are increasing tc the
point that a "secondary” aission such as support for Scviet
forces ir a non-strategic irtervention to actively carry cut
the defense of socialism 4is vell within reach novw. The
problems of air defense outside the reach of land-based
tactical aizcraft have been dealt with in a "scientific"™ and
econcsical way by simply building superior - SAMs. For
anything less than a sajor sea battle with large-scale U.S.
paval forces, this is prcbably adaquats. The anti-ship
gtrike tbhreat 4is more dramatic than ever now, and can be
cffered as a genuinely offensive gesture to even Americar
naval forces with the expectation that it will be respected.
The ships ncw exist, cr will very soon, to credibly threaten
severe lcsses for any pover that would attack a daployed
Soviet amphibious formation, vhile at the same time
defending ttke coatigucus seas that would be needed as SSBN
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tasticas. The Soviets have a navy that 4is capable of
carrying out its strategic mission opoth offensively and
defensively vhile deploying operatiornale® or tactical fccces
to any part of the world ocsan.

The cther types cf forcés. asphibious, auxiliary, and
merchant, can all te considered as elements in the systenm
for the transportaticn of supplies and equipment to distant
parts. But in order to operationalize the matter at all,
the specific tfpes of materials that must be transported for
cur purpcse have to ke related in size, shape, weight, and
quantitiy to the types o¢of ships available. John A.
Jederlinic and Larry K. Lucksroth ncts that the plethcra of
sbip tyres and high degrsze cf specialization im ship deezgns
maka it:

".,..voery difficult for the logistics glanner to develop
meaningful models tecause of culty delineating
comppon genOl nators by which all ships could be

evaluate f. 29])

The fproblem is one of seeing the forast for the trees, and
their paper offered an improved maethod of aggregating meas-
ures cf ship usefulness to the tasks of maritime transpcrt
cf military gooads. The Jederlinic/Luckeroth method will be
cutlined belovw, but it is worthwhile first to understand the
"select ship concept,"® upon which their method improves by
expanding versatility and avciding certain pitfalls of
oversilplification.

cSooeeccececseccaew

46The tcrz ggora Snilﬂ can be misleading to a western
r! er when t go Iext favored by SOV%SS
tary writers. It's lean ng a s between vhat' wve wo
th nk o as stratc i or _tact cil. A usaful ideline is to
2 an o t cgai eve activit as one that is
cnal x ire te f nportan on a nidtional scale (thus
er than "tactica kut not potentially decisive for
cnal s rvival cr tﬁe survival of the coamaunist systea,
uh ch uoul be rategic."
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A. HETHCDS OF AGGREGATION

The select ship concept simplifies the aggregation
probles ty simply omitting frcs consideration any ship that
does not meet certain minimum standards of speed, range, and
maximum single bcom <cargo lift capacity. Por <the linpited

" scenario against which it was conceived, which was %transoce-

anic administrative scalift by merchant ships in support of
an amgphikious operation, it was useful. This is actually
the sort of operaticn that American or British wmerchan*
ships might reascnably be, and in the case of the Falklands
were, c¢alled upon tc carry cut. But traditionally the
Soviet Naval Infantry aission has been ﬁefined. at least in
the West, as being directed at support of the ground fcrces
closer tc the forward edge of the battle area, and as a par*
cf a larger conflict. Exercises in the Baltic, for example,
are seen as rather direct dress rehersals for flanking cper-
ations that might accompany a Soviet thrust across the
Northern Plain of Western EBurope, and Rasmussen notes that:

"...the  naval inf%ntry of <the Pacific fleet ba
conducted a nusber ¢ dings in the Kuril Islands. I
is beljeved that one of hezr war-time aissions would ba
0 s¢cyre these slands g invading them and holdin
then a ainst a*tenpts from her Paczfxc povers ¢t
occupy them." [Ref. 20: p.

s
-
-

The select ship methcd is not a good way to define the scrt
of ships necessary tc carry ocut such short range, small
ecale activities.

Other, more specific objections +to the select ship
sethod include the oversimplification involved in making all
qualifying select ships c¢f equal value for accounting
purposes, and the disqualification of nmany very capable
ships fcr failure tc meet a single standard, such as booa
capacity, when it has adequate range and speed and may, in
fact, bhave an alternate methcd of offloading cargo that is
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even Letter suited to the situation under consideraticna.
The nainimum requirement for booa capacity is generally
pegged tc the weight of a wmain battls tank, as a defipi-
tional type of cargo that must get ashore. Select ships for s
transporting U.S. forces would need, then, a 60-ton crane tc 1f§y
be considered. :;;
Tte improved Jederlinic/Luckaroth method achiaves a
Letter measure by establishing interval scales of:
1. Deck space. It is present2d as a better measure of -~
silitary cargc than cubic meters because so much of o

the cargo in question is outsized, cannot be stacked,
.; and vastes a great deal of a ship's cubic space.

2. Cargo handling factor. Here a ée: of reqular inter- -
F vals are chosen, descending from the weight of a main i
. Lattle tank, tc measure ton capacity of the largest
crane aboard the ship.

3. Service speed factor. A high tactical transit speed
for merchant ships is <chosen as a floor for the
highest ratings and a series of gradations are
defined down tc the lowest rating, which might repre-
sent a maxinmus service speed of less than, say, 12
knots.

Ships ratings in each category are taken on a scale of
pechagps cne to five, and the ratings are simply summed, and
the resultant for each ship is applied to a fourth, overall
scale, that categorizes ships for their general relative
merits with all factcrs considered. .

Althcugh this method avoids the worst of +the disadvan- 1_}
tages of the select ship systes, which is the total omission B
cf ships not meeting the standards of a single category, and ‘
it holds up the possibility of changing the standards as
required to measure the ships against a specific scenario,
in the end it offers scmevhat less than one might reascrably
hope. At the price of a considerable increase in complexity
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it uitimately offers only a four level aggregate =scale in
which each cf the three factors ars given equal weight. Ths
dependence of the select ship measure to the scenario of 2
long distance intervention stems only from the use cf a ‘Iug
range cutoff as cne cf the selection criteria, and it is as :
easy to change a variable in a modified select ship approach
as it is to offer a different variable in ancther systen. by
The nev measure seems to be an iaprovement of degree rather
than kiné, certainly, but doesn't ultimately respord to the
real protlem of describing adequatsly the utility of revolu-
tionary newv types of ships to the task of supporting amphib-
ious ogperations. )

This analysis is ccncer ned specifically with the sort of
situaticn that the select ship system was desigred for, sc
the teaptation is great to simply proceed with it. But the
challenge laid down Ly the apalysts cited is a legitimate
one, and it seems tc be manageably simple to devise a meas-
trement that applies to the transfer of Soviet forces over
long distances to land SNI troops and support them.

A modified versiocn of the select ship method will be
suggested then, that specifically considers the ships avail-
able to the Soviet Navy and amerchant omarire that could
suppcrt various levels of intervention in areas distant from
the Soviet fleet areas. This version will be scenario
dependent in the same sense that select ship is prone tc be,
kut L.¢ measures of ships required will be defined based
upon a larger sense cf the frogress of an intervention as it

sight prcceed frem a small, surprise landing (as wvas iamplic-
itly threatened by tke Alligator off Guinea in the early
1970=) up through and including the largest scale interven-
tion that tie combined forces of the SNI, amphibious-trained e
aray troops, and other available forces could muster.
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Be LEVELS OF INTERVENTION

It is difficult for Americans to think of an amphiticus e
cperation as anything 1liess than the familiar spectacles of
Inchon or the Pacific Campaign cf World War Two. There are
obviocusly smaller scale actions, and it is the capability to
carry cut several fairly swmsall scale interventions simulta- ‘
neously that distinguishes the United States Marine Corps
from any other naval infantry <force in ths world. The
Soviets, by designing the Ivan Rogov saips around a capacity
to transgort a battalion of SNI, have created a Laseline
definiticn of what we will hera consider the smallest
significant interventionary force. This is not so much to
dismiss as insignificant a force 1like the pair of Alligators
often seen off the coast of Cyprus as it is to raise the -
threshcld of vhat we would chcoose to call an important new
demonstration of Soviet amphibious capability. The tranmsits
of Rogovs to and frcm the Pacific demonstrated in a prac-
tical way the feasikility of worldwide movement on this -
scale (although it must be noted that the rate of movement .
was Jleisurely and the amphibious 1landing demonstra+ion
perfcrmed for the South Yemenis was reportedly uninspiring).

The next level tc be considered is the largest possible -
intervention that could be generated with naval and SNI Sl
forces only. That is, naval auxiliaries supperting naval
combatants and amphikious ships with no extraordinary assis- _
tence frca the amerchant forces and no general mobilization —
cf ncn-naval forces to assist in the early phases of the ‘l'
cperation. S

The third level will be a distant area sea intervention ‘
on the largest scale that the Soviets could possibly muster, -
using all naval infapntry forces, airborne, and aaphibious- :
trained Aray troops that could be transported.
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The reason for dividing the analysis this way derives
froa the cperationalization of material “ransportation vwe
introduced above; the wmeasure of the usefulness of a ship '
has to be determined by its intended cargo as much as R
possitkle. There are significant dspartures in the types of
equipmwent required when each jump in scale is made. For ]
example, at the leveél of intervention limited to naval and !
SNI forces, the fact that cnly fcur regiments of SNI exist, ' ::';
and each has only ten mediun tanks, suggests that one large :
4 ship with a forty tcn crane could handle the lot of taen.
. That is, given that ship we could let the 20.5 ton weight of |
the 2S50-23-4 anti-aircraft weapon, - which is the next
heaviest single piece of gear, be th2 1limiting factor for

ke required. But since there are only four of these per L
regiment, we could let them ride with the T-54/55 tanks and -
take 14 tons, vhich is the weight of the amphibious PT-76
tank, as the critical level of 1lift capacity. It is preb-
ably not «coincidental <that the 14 Alligator LSTs are
equipred with a fifteen-ton crane as their 1largest lifting
device.

1. QNaval Infaptiy apd Naval Sealift

The measurements of the ships are not siample to establish, ?'g
but Table VIII gives the best approximations available in -
cpen sources. The data for Ivan Rogov is given in the least
convenient units, but we can obviate the awkwardness of this =~ 1
by sisply subtracting the square nmeters calculable from T
Table VI, using the same formula, and guessing that the ship *
can carry at least 2,000 tons if an Alligator cam carry
1,700. 1Thus the Rogcv reduces the remaining regimental lift -]
requirement to about 3,000 tons, nmaybs 7,600 square meters, Eij

F 1ift capacity, defining what other ships (and cranes) would L
t

and about 1,500 men.
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TABLE VIII
Ship capacities

2 &12 Ions Hsg. Iroops
2 22000 22400 522
14 gigator 1700 22000 2100
16 Ropucha 450 600 230

1 Berezina 2000+ 23000 2500

6 Chilikin 1200 21500 0

6 Dukra 21000 1347 0

The Baltic Fleet order of battle for amgphikticus
ships presently includes both of the Ivan Rogov units, two
Alligator LSTs, and four Ropucha LSTs. Because of the
presence, at least temporarily, of both Rogovs,*? it seems
likely that the regiment of SNI based in this fleet is the
most likely candidate for overseas deployment. So the l1lif«
capacities of <the six remaining ships are subtracted from
the regisental requirements after the loading of the single
availakble Ivan Rcgov (this, of course, assumes 100% avail-
ability of the other amphibians, which is impossible navy-
vide, but imaginable for this samall number of ships within a
single fleet, raised to full readiness for a specific, high
priority operation).  Simple subtraction shows that the
requiresent for tonnage is met with a considerable margin,
and that further 1lift capacity is needed only £for ancther
1200 square meters of bulk cargo and another 400 troops.

. .
oyerhay ‘anS‘iS%?‘l ased uéén"%ﬁ‘é‘i%&lsoné'iilgﬁeaiﬁum5" ts

zne at sea. second unjt took so ogg to iroduce t ha

was sup ossd that t ese assons wvere ing ncorporate
into the % I B ¥ while it was 1n the tuilding
ardeg. As vinter

the appears to be a
kely transfer to the Pacific Pleegl"lss' PP
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Interestingly, the Berezina AOR might meet ~<hese
requirements by herself. The two most important deparzures =
fron normal fleet oiler design that she represents ars her S
relatively larger dry cargo capacity compared to pravicus
Soviet designs (with improved means of transferring it while
undervay) and the "crew" capacity of about 600, which secems
higher than the number needed tc man the ship. These capa-
bilities are useful for any nusber of reasomns, iacluding the -
transgertation of relief crews to distantly deployed units S
cn routine missions, but they are also very well suited to '
the needs of the Baltic Soviet Navai Infantry regiment if it
was to ke deployed fcr a distant intervention.¢® Other auxi-
liaries cculd perfore the dry cargo part of the missioa, and
any c¢f these, comkined with either of the "Oob" class
hospital ships, could do the chore as well as Berezipa and
provide the medical care that would be required as wvell.

So the Baltic regiment seens transportabls, but what
are the limits if more than a regiment of SNI are considered
necessary? Table VII provided the order of battle of each S
cf the Scviet fleets in SNI related measures. It would seem |
initially apparent frcm our calculations that jpdependsnt
povenents over large distances are possible on the <regi- _
mental scale only fica the Baltic and the Pacific fleets .
(for one of the two EACFLT regiments). S

A closer look reveals the ease with which a little
bit ¢f preparation and asset jugglirng makes the Soviet Naval S
Infantry a threat fcr long range intervention on the regi- _—
aental scale froa any one or maybe two of the fleet areas. ._i
Leaving aside, for the moment, the guestion of denuding Eﬁi
strategic areas of SNI assets that presumably exist because -

48The i need not be based in the Baltic, and
would not o sta e th:i‘ s;ncc b o car o woul
not n cessar { n ve cies gn g fgo ‘f
supplies, he trccgs to be transporto c wn in

froa the Baltic to retain regimental integri ty. T

110 o




-------

TABLE IX s
Pleet Requirements vs. Lift ‘
Ions Sg.a. Men
EACIEIC ELEET
7 gatert 00 13000 s
g QEucha g
: 50 15,200 27110
2 Ezesfg' 100038 36838 2440
8 pifference Surplus -5800 -1970 .
e EIACK SEA PLEET
F S Gators 8500 10,000 500 <
: Need 5000 10,000 2038
o Difference Surplus 0 -1538
3 NOETBERN ELEET
= .
. § s, me e g .
. o »
. 18gpucha 1757 580G 3% _
- Need 5000 10,000 2038
; Difference =250 -4200 - 1148 s
BALTIC FLEEI oy
1 Rogov 2000 2400 522 .
2 Gafors 3u08 uogo 200 N
6 aEnciaa) 18950  43200) 1330) '
Cpucha
43, §gRucha 15492 §850° 235>
§a100) ‘10 000) (2102)
Need 000 0,000 038 s
Difference Sutglns -1200 - 396 [
(SuZp) (0) (Sarp)

they are needed vhere they are, and continuing to igrnore the
"pPolnccny" class larding ships because they are tco small
for our purposes (even though they are capable of carrying
out the shcrt range strategic transits), the simple mathe- -
matics of transport in the four fleet areas is illustrated <
in Table IX. Por each fleet, the available transport capa-

bility ie calculated, using the order of battle given in
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Table VII, in terms cf tons, square meters, and trcops. e
(Note that the Baltic is given credit for only cne of <he e

Ivan Rogov units.) The requirements of each fleet to V.o
transport the SNI present there (two regiments in the case ;t:
of the Pacific Fleet) is then calculated, and “he surplus or | ﬁ;ﬁ
shortfall presented in boldfacs. i;;;
The immediate conclusicn from the table is that the b

Facific Fleet has a sericus shortage in bulk transport T
capacity and personnel transport, but could probably lift a i
14,000 ten/ 14,000 sgquare meter/2500 man "Suvorov brigaden ;ii
_ with the readdition of the Rogov and the use of ¢the
3 Berezipa. Even given the offical two regiments, the heavy
: 1ift cagpacity seems tc be there, and the addition of the
i Rogov flus the pBerezipa and perhaps one of the hospital
ships brings all of the catagories to within striking range

cf requirements given the margin of error in these figures.
The Black Sea Pleet falls short in the area of perscnrnel
transpcrt only, vhich could be easily made up by one of the
hospital ships or one of the pmany passenger liners based in
this fleet area. The Northern Pleet has fairly sericus
shortfalls across tke boarad, but its strategic value in
area*® makes it the 1least likely ¢to deploy independently
anyvay. The Baltic Fleet has manageably slim shortfalls in
the bulk and personnel categories, as we have menticned. An
interesting observation canm be made with regard to the S
Ealtic Pleet. The tctal Soviet order of battle fcr Ropucha e
1STs is given in the 1983-84 edition of Jape's as sixteen
ships. The DIA order of battle (Ref. 30] from which the

sopcssiktle wartime roles that are "in aria" our e —
urposes cl de so zure of northe n Norveig an oi even SO
celandic a rf 5 a:t an_ overa ar eep ﬁg AR
the MNorthe an SSEN “hast;ons ecure. e
Horthern F cct SII fcgces are kes g var reserve" s‘atus O
in order to available for tbh ssions, *hen they would
- not ] ! $andidates or r Hori intervention.
Tesecve st z‘ for ths°Snr"S °!’ts shi é"i?suﬁ’j‘%ét 30T cempot
rary difgcation if gt exists at all? po el
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data in Table VII is taken shows only 14 total Ropuchas, -
with fcur of them in the Baltic FPleet. Since the ships are ;ij
built in the Baltic at a rate of two per year, + seeped ' i
vorthwhile to try tbe assumption that the ships had been
tuilt and had been assigned to the Baltic Pleet, Lut “ha<
they had nct yet met the reguirements for inclusion in the
DIA crder of battle. The results are given in parertheses.
These twc Rcpuchas rather neatly close the gap in long-range
lift capability withcut relying on auxiliaries, hospital
ships, or other sources of lift capacity.

The regiments <+hat seem aos:t likely <+¢o be trans-
ported over long distances intact, then, are the Baltic and
the Black Sea. The anamclous Pacific brigade cannot be
lifted as a unit vith local assets, but does have a large
lift capability and could be partially deployed in greater
strength than any of the other fleets. As ve will see, the
lack of naval subordinated lift is a constrairt that we
impose ugon ourselves, and one which the Soviets may not
feel kound ty any more than the British diad.

Finally, the obvious question of combining elements
cf each ¢f the four fleets into one, larger force, rather
than assuming derloyments from within a single fleet, must
ke dealt with. If there is indeed a strategic, wartime
function for the SHI in the immediate fleet areas +hat
precludes the wholeésale deployment of these forces to
distant wvaters, then a combined force from all fleets would

te the only wvay to generate enough strength for a signifi- ?;ﬁj
cant intervention. iﬁkﬁ

In September 1981 the Soviets used this technique in )
an exercise called Zapad 81 to land, on the Soviet Baltic if;

shores, a larger force than they had ever before attempted N
in peacetime [Ref. 34: pp. 232-234]. Over the ccurse of E;f%
July and August the reinforcesents included <two Alligators N
fros the Black Sea PFleet, three Ropuchas and two more
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Alligators (carrying tanks) from the Northern Pleet, and the
Jvan Bogov all the way from the Pacific Fleet. Ultimately,
5000to 6000 SNI troops with 200 medium tanks were assembled

for the exercisse. Also present were the Kiev and the
"Moskva" class heliccpter cruiser Lenjpgrad, from operaticas
in +the Mediterreanean. Rassussen points out that these

transits did not denude the Northern Fleet amphibicus capa-
bility because the Forty-Fifth Motor Rifle Divisicn from
Murmansk was trained in amphibious operationms. As signifi-
cantly, he notes that "sizakle parts of the Baltic Red
Banner Fleet tock 1nc part in the exarcise." The Baltic
fleet cculd carry on with its responsibilities indeperdently
of the exercise, if at a somewhat lower lsvel.

The Soviets have deacnstrated, then, a capability to
establish a force <c¢f 5000 SNI troops from the different
fleets and to <coordinate thes in an amphibious 1landing.
Zapad 81 vas not, of course, "far from home"™ in the sense
that this thesis is considerirng possible future interven-
tions; it was on Soviet soil. But significant parts of the
amphibious and surface forces used did transit over
distances exceeding those called for by the +raditional SNI
sission of securing 1local fleet areas. Adding up the
combined 1ift capacity of just the ampaibious ships that
transited from another fleet to be present for the exercise
gives a total of over 10,000 tons, 12,000 square meters, and
about 1600 sen. If the Baltic Pleet provided two Alligators
and twc Ropuchas to an overseas intervention (a proportion
tetveen that offered by the Northern Fleet, which was
denuded cf heavy lift, and the Pacific Pleet) thsn the
coabined 1ift would te adequate for even a Suvorcv-type,
rTeinfcrced naval infartry "brigade.™

Tte larger lesson of 2Zapad 81 is the willingness of
the Soviets to conline forces from all services and the
"civilian" shipping sector into a unified task force. The
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physiceal limits cf this approach for Third World interven-

tion will be discussed in the next section. et
. .
2. goabined Forces Ipterveptions S

The Zapad 81 combinaticn of naval, air, and ground ffﬁ
forces is consistent with the current conventional thinking -]
on the uwission of the Soviet Naval Infantry, which holds b

that SNI forces secure peripheral areas of the Soviet Onion g
in a larger war and are followed by a consolidating force of .

arsy trcops, by 1land or by sea. This "coabined aras" ]
approcach tc¢ solving silitary fproblemas is a cornerstone of }_i
Soviet military thinking, and must be considered in %his ;ﬁﬁ

analyeis. Although there are no examples of large-scale
overseas Soviet military actions ¢o draw upon, it seeams
reéasonatle to expect that any future intervention in the
Third World would, ¢tc the extent possible, make use of the
doctrine and skills that have bean developed in exercises o
guch as Zapad-81. .

Soviet Naval Infantry doctrine is expressed within T
the larger context cf <the rolse it plays in combined arms L
cperaticns including ground fcrces and airborne forces as B
vell [Bef. 26: p. 23]. Specifically, the initial landing
should be coordinated with an airborne landing in the enemy f??
rear area, and SNI involvement ends when the secure beach- o
bead has permitted the landing of the regular ground forces
that will carry out tbhe larger silitary objective. At this
foint the Naval Infantry forces are actually withdrawn from
the scene <¢f combat. To begin to understand the actual
liaits of intervention on the largest scale 1reasonable,
then, we must be assured of the capability of the airtorne
forces to play an appropriate role and for the ground fcrces
to be transported in adequate number and by "select ships®
with the correct capatilities for putting them ashore.
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3. Ibe Scepario

The five phases of a Soviet amphibious assaul+* are
listed below: (Ref. 26: p. 23]
1. Preparatiocn of equipaent and amphibious urnits.
2. Estarkaticn of personnel and 1loading of equipment on
_ ships and transports.
3. Movement by s¢a to the objective area.
4. The Lattle for the beachhead by the amphibious units.
S. Landing of grcurd forces and withdrawal of the naval
infantry.
The first tbree of these are relatively straightforward, but
the last two shculd te develcped in further detail before
conclueions can be reached about the number and types of
ships needed for such an assault.

In Soviet doctrine the size of the amphibious force
used to cpen the beachbhead of the following ground forces is
dependent uron the type and number of eneay defenses, but
against a defended coastal area a "battalion assault force"
is typical. A battalion, of course, is a small enough force
to Le transported irtact cn a singla "Ivan Rogovh" class
ship, but as we have shown above, with purely organic assets
the Soviet Naval Infantry can mount a force several tines
this size for overseas deployment.

A typical naval infantry assault begins with shore
tombardment of seneay defenses (naval gunfire and rockets)
comabined with tactical air supprort to assist in the bombard-
ment and to achieve air superiority. Targets ashore would
bave been scouted Ly special forces of either the naval
infantry or the airktcrne forces. Soviet paratroopers (as
fev as a company, but as many as needed) drop into the enemy
rear area tc cut lines of comamunication, secure key terrain,
and disrupt movement of eneny reinforcements. An SNI recon-
naissance platoon eguipped with one PT-76 amphibiocus tank
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and three BRDMs goes ashore as a group of coambat engiicers
land by helicopter to mark and clear cthree lanes for the
battalicn assault force. 30 The raconnaissance platcon
proceeds inland far emough to dirsct naval gunfire and
supporting airstrikes against shore defenses. The first
vave cf pnaval infantry comes ashore in three PT-76s and ten
BTR-60PB armored personnel carriers. These vehicles fire
their main weapons against shcre defenses as they svinm in,
then widen the beachhead when they come ashora. The seccnd
wvave, similarly equipped, goes ashore in the same maniner,
folloved by mortar, antitank, and air defense platoons. The
battalicn ccmmander goes ashore at this time *o take overall
command to the beach as naval gunfire and air support moves
farther inland. The third wave 1lands, as directed by the
commander ashore, and is folloved by rear support forces to
establish supply points, etc. The reconnaissance platocn is
at this time establishing ccantact with the airborne company
that is advancing toward the beachhead. When the rcutes
inland are cleared and marked, the beachhead secured, and
ground fcrces have relieved the SNI and airborne forces, the
latter are removed.

The scenario above (Ref. 26: pp. 32-34] by no means
represents the 1limits of naval infantry employment or
tactics. The Soviets have wused air-cushion vehicles, for
example, in amphibious landings and are capable of cther
imaginative tactics as situations call for them. Some of
these will be develcped wvhen the capability to circuavent
the limitations of the assault force are considered belcw.

cooee eooow

t is wo th noti that this is ¢ths ac he
DIA " oc ri 5 xhas 2 co tegg are :oqug§ex pl gﬁgggis
ia nc udo 1 ters as ea te am
o o s an Gorshko Ref. sgec ficall
nont .] s advancos that can be made in the use licopters
for picvcd amphibigus_tactics, so_one is vell advised not
¢o0 consider th s typical assault as limaiting in any way.
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4. Eoteptial Lisitations

} Some areas of potential difficulty £for a Scviet ;%f?
. intervention planner are outlined below: i
1. Lagck of surprise. A large scals amphibious force fiﬁf

: wculd surely be detected by the West as it was ' o
| fcraing--certainly as it deployed--and the pctential f;%
targets would probably be favw. o

2. Air cover. Soviet doctrinae for amphibious assaul+ }jﬁ%

includes close air support and fighter cover from o

l tactical aircraft based, obviously, within their own i“f

"coabat radius® of the conflict..
3. Adeguacy cf Lrapsport gcapability. The quantitative

capacity of soviet shipping to transport lazge
! noabers of grcund forces has not been demonstrated

over intercontinental distances. The gqualitative
suitability of Soviet ships to actually put groumd

: fcrces ashore in a range of situations is a nomn-

I trivial problean.

4. compand and soptrol. Zapad-81 was directed by the
Minister of Defense, Marshal Ustinov, personally
(Ref. 34: p. 232). I+ would be expected that any
large scale intervention would feature multiple,
redundant s¢ans of communication with Moscow.
Ccordination of airborne, navy, naval infantry, and
grcund forces cn a distant site would be especially
difficult.

5. Specific capakilities

Before Soviet intervention capabilities are measuzed
against the limitaticns noted above, it is wvorthwhile to
consider what aight actually be rseguired in third-world y
interventicn scenarics that one can imagine. ¥c atteapt ;jf
will be made to narrcw the nmeasurement to a set of specific <]
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requirements that characterize all possible such situa+ions,
kut one can look back into the historical record fcr po+en-
tial landing scenariocs that were not taken up by Scviet
forces. Tte Angolan and Ethiopian interventiors, ir which
large nuebers of Cuban forces were us3d, come to mind. In
these cases there was no resistence at the points ¢f troop
debarkation. Options not exercised in these cases, though,
include flanking assaults against UNITA or Somali pesiticns
vhich were accessible only by sea. A more fertile line of
speculation is to lcck into the future at potential areas
for Scviet intervention. On the African continent, the
continuing resistence to the MPLA in Angola provides a
possible opportunity for by Soviet intarvention. Civil war
in Nigeria cr Guinea, war between South Africa and any or
all cf her neightors are others. In the Far East, conflict
tetween Vietnam and Thailand or even the PRC might provide
an opportunity for a demonstration of some kind.

The purpcse cf this speculation is to make the point
that there is a level of 1likely resistence to Soviet inter-
venticn in the Third World that falls below that which ome
would exrect frcm the NATO ccuntries or Japan. And when
Soviet 1limitations are considered, this 1lower level of
resistence reduces the impact of soms of the more obvicus
and ccascnly repcrted Soviet deficiencies. Given that the
Soviets are convinced that U.S. power projection forces will
not ke esgplcyed directly against <them, the level of resis-
tence likely froa imaginable Third World targsets ranges froa
nearly ncthing to a quite fcrmidable da2fense, such as that
vhich an industrialized smaller powar 1like South Africa
sight ke able to muster.

a. Limitaticns in Surprise

The deplcyment of any Soviet interventicn force
tovard a troublespot seems certain to be detected and likely
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to be regorted in ttie world rpress. “sStrategic" sucprize,
then, seess unattainable ithout the cooperation of the
vestern intelligence services. But the operation irncludes
the preparation, embarkation, and the transit phases befcre
the landing takes place. If the Unit3d States is tc oppcse
the ofperation it will likely happen in one or more of these
phases, and if the landing takes place despita U.S. opposi-
tion (pclitica”™ or military) a degree of strategic surgrize
will result¢ from the change in <the "s:tatus gquo" of relative
naval strtength discussed abcve.

The level of tactical surprize possible is quite
considerable. There is alvays a choics of beachas and tiames
and tactics to be made by an asphibious planner, but in the
Soviet case the heavy use of air cushior vehicles, VTOL
aircraft, LASH and RC-RO ships, and even the Soviet amphib-
ious shigs themselves vwill be virtually without precedent.
The British experience in the Falkland 1Islands war ceeas
like the most obviously analogous operation to an expected
Soviet <c¢caktined aras intervention, but comparisons scen
unlikely to be of much use given the different likely mili-
tary goals, tactics, wmotivaticn, etc. The world will be
watching the tactics used by the Soviets with the full
expectation that they will represent something nev in the
histcry ¢f amphibious wvarfare. Likaly victems of Scviet
interventicn may not include nations or factions with a deep
understanding of <the military problems of defense against
amphiktious assault, contributing to the tactical surgprize
vhen tike attack takes place.

b. Limitaticns in Air Covar

Perhaps the most common criticism of Soviet

pover prcjection carability is the lack of tactrical air
cover fcr the aamphiktious forces once the borders of the
Soviet Union are more than 200 or so miles behind. The
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United States builds and deplcys large aircraft car-iers for
this purgcse, among others, and is wuniquely capable of
tringing very large ccncentrations of accurate firepower to
kear up to several hundred miles inland from most shorelines
of the world ocean. The Soviets will not have their firs+
comparaktle carrier wuntil the last decade of -this century.
Their tactics, moreover, as deamaonstrated in “anti-NAaTO"
exercises, invariakly support amphibious 1landings with
tactical air strikes. How then can a large landing be
carried cut in the absenrce of this capability?

A large landing agaiast concentrated NATO or
cther "first world" forces probably cannot be successfully
atteapted ty the Soviets beycnd their 1land-based tactical
air usbrella. But few of the likely Third World irterven-
tions ccntemplated Ly this analysis would require such
massive airpover. And the deployable airpocwer available %o
the Scviets in a coxkined aress operation seems reasonably
well suited to the worst case that they might encounter.

The worst 1likely case is a perhaps a 1landing
against South Africa. This ccuntry would almost certainly
te isclated from western aid in a major confromntation, but
features sophisticated naval, air, and ground forces. The
difficulty lies in their number and sustainability. The
Soviet sbips that we have demonstrated to be available for
the protection of tle convoy have the aost advanced defen-~
sive missiles and electronics in the world. The attrition
rate of attacking Scuth African aircraft would likely be
very high. The South African Air Force would also probably
te engaged in multiple front battles with nmeighboring states
at the same tine.

Air and paval gunfire support of the 1landing
force would, as a military problem, consist of the destruc-
tion of artillery, SAM, armor concentrations, and cther
support and command targets further ianland. The improvement
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cf the naval guns in the Soviet Navy, in range and ra+s of
fire, effectively moves the area of rasponsibility of sea-
based air support deeper inland, to the rear area targets.
dir defense of the landing zone could be provided a+ medium
and high altitudes by naval SAMS of ships offshore. At low
altitudes tte SA-9s and ZSsU-~23-4 weapons orgaric %o the SNI
forces wculd be effective if beached early, using ACVs for
example, and given adequate early warning of South african
aircraft by the advanced command and control assets of the
h fleat offshore.s?

The air support deficiency then, in this diffi-
cult example, is not an insurmountable .problesn. Given that
the Forger aircraft do not tangle one-on-one with eneay
Mirages, sea and land based SAMs provide a significant air
defense against a limited number of even very advanced

fighter-tcabers. This multipie~layered SAM-based air
defense is completely consistent with Soviet naval air
defense theory, as develcped earlier. The proklem of

froviding air support of the ground forces is partially
amelicrated by the isproved naval guns, and the consequent
sovenent of responsitility for air support inland. Mcre
critical, however, is the simple paucity of targets. A
Third Wcrld intervention, or even this attack cn South
Africa, is not comparable to a landing in northern Germany
cr Denmark--there sisply von't be as many critical defensive
positions to attack. Those <that do exist, especially
tridges, <radars, etc., are most vulnerable to attack with
guided weapons, and the PForger is capable of carrying
perhaps twc guided air-to-ground wveapons ([Ref. 35: PP-
238-239]. The number of Pcrger aircraft (normally 12 per

th s time have _an
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airgcr : .gﬁt cculd 8o ste!co Ters in‘ gn:gican tgg-e
ca%agzgi after tlLe ri&‘l é 3&: to achieve Xn -%ter _
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®Kiev" class hull) could be increased by the ©prover
expediency cf bringing some down to operate off a container
ship, as the British 4id agairst the Argentines. Firepower
could be further increased by flying large "Hind D cr E"
type haliccpters frcas coantainer ships, or even ‘“Moskva"

class cruisers. These helicopters carry various types of ;
guided air-tc-grcund missiles, rockets, bombs, a gatling Lo
gun, Flus a fully-equipped squad of eight infantrymen. fif
Air defense and air support of the ground <:Coops fiﬂ
are prcblems, then, but problems of degree and not prchib- ;Lj

itive cf intervention on a large scale in a Second or Third LRI
Horld envircnment. )

C. Liamitaticns in Transport

The challenge of demonstrating the transport- ~
ability of a Soviet interventionary force is a matter first '
cf showing that the lift *onnage exists and would be avail- :
ablea, but more importantly to show that the ships are suit- i
able for the task. Can the scenario above be carried out on =~
the shores of South Africa, or Angola, or Ethiopia, or i
Thailand? Certainly the aamphibious 1lift exists to put a i
tattalion, as in the example, or even as much as a rein- e
forced trigade ashore, using naval infan¢ry equipment from ]
several fleets but dedicated amphibious ships only. For the
measureaent of the capability to ctransport and land the
ground forces that wculd follow ¢to carry out the ultimate 1
silitary goal, our mcdified "select ship"™ criteria limits us =
to thcse ships capable of putting men ashore at an unim- 1
proved kbeach. ]

Those amerchant ships which must support the 1
landing force vhile the beach is not yet secured have to be =
able to disembark ccambat vehicles directly into the water, o
and a large¢ fraction of the ships considered above caa do
that. The RO-ROs feature ramps from which asghiticus
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...................................................
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vehicles can be driven into the water, and the SEEBEE or
LASH ships can do the same or actually operate air cushion
vehicles frcm their wells. This sort of capability seems \
more pertinent to augmentation of the SNI 1lift capability
than the following grcund forces, making it possible to 1lifs
SNI fcrces vwithout decimating local fieet contingency lift e
capabilities as was donae to the Northern Pleet in Zapad-81 ‘
(see above).

If a single regiment of SNI is deemed adequate

b for the task of securing a beachhead, which seeas pcssible
_ in mcst cf the sorts cf situations corsidered here, then the v
:i merchant fleet can gc about offloading tha ground fcrces in '
: a relatively secure envircnment, vhere speed and firegower
E are not necessary features of the vehicles carrying out the o
« transfer. That is, rather than use these merchant ships in -
L exotic new vays, the barge carriers could use thair barges
: and the EO-ROs c¢r ccntainerships could unload vehicles and
cargo orto the barges that had beer emptied ashore. If the
SNI did their job, ccmmand of the air was established, and .-
the Leachhead was secure, then the offload caan be done in an :
unoppcsed environment, with the already present combipnation
of ships and land-based SAMs providing security. I
In this environment, several divisions ¢f ground -
forces could be put ashore in fairly short order, with no o
amphikious training required, and with little more than half
of the available ships of the appropriate types used to
support the task. This figure is conservative. Gorshkov's —
quote at the end of the previous chapter, 4indicated that a e
brigade, which is bhalf the size of a division, can be
carried by a "Yulius Fuchik" class ship. Each of these two 2
ships v,., can offload up to 25,000 tons of carge in 13 T
hours without the need for piers." ([Ref. 23: p. 416)] When
the Alekgey Kosygin and the nuclear powered LASH ship, bcth
of which are of sisilar size, come on line they will
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represent roughly twc divisions (about 100,000 torns) of
cargc capacity all by themselves. The Ro~RO ships that have
come on line since 1975 alone represent another 600,000
deadweight tons of capacity [Ref. 24: pp. 545-547]. of
course a vell-planned loadout that matches types ard densi-
ties of cargo to the specific capapilities of the =ships
could achieve an even better efficiency. For example, the
SEEBEE barges each fit eight T-72 tanks line abreast very
nicely. Yulius Puchik or her sister could, with 26 of
" these, carry 208 tanks or other vehicles while the remaining
ships carry lighter, more easily containerized cargo.

Finally, any combat contribution of the airtorne
forces cculd and would be supported by Soviet Air Forces!
Military Transport Aviation (VTA) operating out of staging
bases in previously secured areas, such as Luanda, or
Conakry, or Danang. The maximum range of the Il-76 Candid
aircraft at maxisum payload is 6,300 kilometers, which indi-
cates that the radius of action is adaquate to operate from
such staging areas to any coastal area of Africa or Asia
(Ref. 36: p. 713 Faratrcopers could be evacuated by the
amphiktious forces after the beachhead was secured, or by VTA
aircraft once an airfield was captured or buile.

d. Limitaticns in Command and Control

Soviet capabilities for worldwide naval command
and ccntrol have imgroved very dramatically in the past
tventy years. The exercises called "“Okeaa" in 1970 and 1975
were the first demcnstrations of sophisticated exsrcises
vorldvide under the central direction of the naval staff in
Moscow. Since then, as pointed out earlier, the "Kirovw,"
"Slava,” and "Ivan Rcgov" classes have joined the increasing
nunbere cf "Kiev," "Mcskva," and "Sverdlov" combatants with
very sophisticated ccmmand and control equipment. Certain
paval auxiliaries are also wused as flagships. Giver an
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envircnaent of ncn-interfsrence with communications, whick
. . seems fair in most of thesa Third Wworld interventions, <+hers

-

2eens to be little dcubt that Moscow could maintain a satis- L
factory level of control over a major operation anywhers on T
the glcbhe. -
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IX. CONCLUSION

The goal of this thesis has been to provide some irsighe
into the factors that drive <the decisionmaking process when
the Soviets are faced with a situation in which direct
intervention ir a local war is an option. The possibility
is cften dismissed Lecause there is no aistory cf such
direct Scviet military intervention. There is also, perhaps
as a consequence, a widely held conventional wisdoa that no
such sission exists. This apnalysis éursued t+he ephemeral
basis cf that conventional wisdom, both in history and in
material capability, and fcund that a significant and
growing possibility of a decision to intervene with Scviet
forces exists.,

The analytical method was +to create an historically-
tased dyramic context for understanding the wvay that Scviet
decisions are made given an cbservable 1level of relative
costs and Lkenefits in three catsgories. Working out the
cost-tenefit (or risk-gain) factors in the politicaly
ideological, econonric, and silitary categories led to an
cverviev of the ways in which some of these factors have
actually ccee into play over a range of incidents involving
Soviet naval response to world crises. Five general trends
smerged:

i« U.S. naval forces usually precede Soviet forces to an

area of ccntention.

2. The Soviets have been willing <to risk attacks upon
their ships and men if the attacker is a pariah and
the ally important enough strataegically.

3. Innovative tactics have appeared in low-risk situ-
ations and are adopted if provan.
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4. Large proportions of the ships in a fleet have
deplcyed vhen the threat (U.S. ships) has alsc moved
avay from that home fleet area.

5. Scviet overseas acquisitions have been used aggres-
sively to increase projection capability.

These trends were then placed in the larger context of
the stakes that Soviet decisionmakers see from the ideolo-
gical, econcmic, and military points of view. The ideolo-
gical stakes were wultimately sean ¢t0 be a tool for the
justification of action during the coincidence of his+toric
cpportunity and strategic necessity. The second and fifth
trends akove seemed to find their idsological dimersion in
the fatalistic Soviet acceptance of high risk when the
necessity tc support Nasser, for example, vas absolute,
because of the importance of naval and air facilities.
Ideolcgy prcovides a language of commitment for the Scviet
Union which may not fprovide a 1literal clue to their motiva-
tions or perceptions but must be acknowledged for what it
is. Theé econoxic stakes vere on twvo levels. There was
first a positive incentive to intervene vhen the likelihcod
cf creating a market for aras was significant. Secondly,
there vas clearly a willingness to enter into a situatior
with a large negative cash flow in areas where the likeli-
hocod of air or naval access vas high. The use of these
facilities to threaten western trade in an apccalyptic situ-
ation has economic dimensicns but for our purposes the
siample capabilities to forward-deploy and get there first
(tzrend #1) or aeven already be thare (trend #5) seem more
Fertinent.

The zilitary stakes vere seen to be the dominant ccnsi-
derations in Soviet decisions to intervene in 1local wars,
contributing to each of the five trends above. Each of the
19 cases in the histcrical database was considered in teras
of military risks and benefits and a new set of trends was
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developed describing the values at stake and the nature of
the symkclic "language" of military activity in a crisis. 3
Several new concepts emerged:
1. The communication of Soviet perceptions of "strategic
necessity" to potential adversaries (especially zhe
U.Se)e
2. Thke importance of having adequate weaporry <£or the
predictable ccapleticn of a military task.
3 3. Cocnstant positive control of ailitary assets.

% 4. Maintaining appropriate and consistent levels of
' ccanitaent.

- 5. The credible threat of a lilifary response propor-
y tional to the level of strategic necessity coamuni-
k cated.

;j These pcints, as well as the five earlier trends, wvere then

. illustrated in a series of case studiss that 3Jemonstrated
2 the vay these values are coasunicated in the course of a
dynaszic naval cornfrontation.

It was seen that there are patterns of Soviet behavior
in Third Wcrld crises that can be traced to their motiva-
tions and which can be projected when the sense of the
Soviet capakility to act is accurate. Military capability
vas seen as the defining parameter, the quantity that deter-
sined the answers that the Soviet decisionmakers would reackh
vhen they considered wvhether they should, on their cwn
teras, act credibly and profitably to influence the ocutccae
of a crisis. Capatilities defined the 1limits of Soviet
intentions to act in a given situation.

Finally, the wsilitary capabilitias pertinent %o these
Soviet considerations were developed in considerable detail.
The ships themselves wera described and the military tocls
actually available vwvhen the assets vere aggregated at
several likely levels of intervention were considered. Scae
conventicnal wisdoa was challenged and where head counting
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was apprcpriate to test common knowladge it was dore. It
was seen that with nc more imagination than they have exhi-
tited in vpast exercises and crises it was possible to
describe viable Soviet interventionary forces at three
: likely levels, with kpown technology and proven tactics.
. The liaits of Soviet intervention can thus be defined. - g
i In a2 given situation they are described by the capability of i
Soviet military force to act in an appropriate and prcpor- :
tional way with reserve capability to see various escalation
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contingencies through to acceptable conclusions. This
| poverful and versitile level of force is coming to be avail-~
able fcr the Soviet Union. Against the United States naval
task groups that-have histcrically preempted their invclve-~
sent and against the likely range of Third World targets,
) the Scviet fleet is increasingly capable of preseanting a
legitinmate threat. An aggressive ailitary posture has
frover itself to be directly effective for the task at hand,
and indirectly valuable by contributing <to the strength and o
I types of wmilitary influence to be applied in the future. —
Thus the rational factors contributing to the Soviet dsci-
sion sees to indicate a strong possibility of greater direct o
Soviet naval involveaent in local wvars.
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